U.S. Department of Justice 



Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

December 1,2017 


MR. JOHN GREENEWALD JR. 
SUITE 1203 

27305 WEST LIVE OAK ROAD 
CASTAIC, CA 91384-4520 


FOIPA Request No.: 1356764-001 
Subject: ANDERSON, JACK NORTHMAN 


Dear Mr. Greenewald: 

Records responsive to your request were previously processed under the provisions of the 
Freedom of Information Act. Enclosed is one CD containing 1,315 pages of previously processed 
documents and a copy of the Explanation of Exemptions. This release is being provided to you at no charge. 

Please be advised that additional records responsive to your subject exist. If this release of 
previously processed material does not satisfy your information needs for the requested subject, you may 
request the additional records for processing. 


Requester Response 

r Yes, process and provide me the additional records responsive to my subject, 
r No, close my request. 

Please submit your response within thirty (30) days by mail or fax to—Work Processing 
Unit, 170 Marcel Drive, Winchester, VA 22602, fax number (540) 868-4997. Please cite the 
FOIPA Request Number in your correspondence. 


For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and national 
security records from the requirements of the FOIA. See 5 U.S. C. § 552(c) (2006 & Supp. IV (2010). This 
response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA. This is a standard 
notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that excluded records 
do, or do not, exist. 

For questions regarding our determinations, visit the www.fbi.gov/foia website under “Contact Us.” 
The FOIPA Request Number listed above has been assigned to your request. Please use this number in all 
correspondence concerning your request. Your patience is appreciated. 

You may file an appeal by writing to the Director, Office of Information Policy (OIP), United States 
Department of Justice, Suite 11050, 1425 New York Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 20530-0001, or you 
may submit an appeal through OIP's FOIAonline portal by creating an account on the following web 
site: https://foiaonline.requlations.qov/foia/action/public/home . Your appeal must be postmarked or 
electronically transmitted within ninety (90) days from the date of this letter in order to be considered timely. 

If you submit your appeal by mail, both the letter and the envelope should be clearly marked “Freedom of 
Information Act Appeal.” Please cite the FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so that it may be 
easily identified. 






You may seek dispute resolution services by contacting the Office of Government Information 
Services (OGIS) at 877-684-6448, or by emailing oqis(a>nara.qov . Alternatively, you may contact the FBI’s 
FOIA Public Liaison by emailing foipaquestions(a>fbi.qov . If you submit your dispute resolution 
correspondence by email, the subject heading should clearly state “Dispute Resolution Services.” Please 
also cite the FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so that it may be easily identified. 


Sincerely, 



David M. Hardy 
Section Chief, 
Record/Information 
Dissemination Section 
Records Management Division 


Enclosure(s) 




EXPLANATION OF EXEMPTIONS 


SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552 

(b)(1) (A) specifically authorized under criteria established by an Executive order to be kept secret in the interest of national defense or foreign 

policy and (B) are in fact properly classified to such Executive order; 

(b)(2) related solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of an agency; 

(b)(3) specifically exempted from disclosure by statute (other than section 552b of this title), provided that such statute (A) requires that the 

matters be withheld from the public in such a manner as to leave no discretion on issue, or (B) establishes particular criteria for withholding 
or refers to particular types of matters to be withheld; 

(b)(4) trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained from a person and privileged or confidential; 

(b)(5) inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with 

the agency; 

(b)(6) personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy; 

(b)(7) records or information compiled for law enforcement purposes, but only to the extent that the production of such law enforcement records 

or information ( A) could reasonably be expected to interfere with enforcement proceedings, (B ) would deprive a person of a right to a 
fair trial or an impartial adjudication, ( C ) could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, ( D ) 
could reasonably be expected to disclose the identity of confidential source, including a State, local, or foreign agency or authority or any 
private institution which furnished information on a confidential basis, and, in the case of record or information compiled by a criminal law 
enforcement authority in the course of a criminal investigation, or by an agency conducting a lawful national security intelligence 
investigation, information furnished by a confidential source, ( E ) would disclose techniques and procedures for law enforcement 
investigations or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions if such disclosure could 
reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law, or ( F ) could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of any 
individual; 

(b)(8) contained in or related to examination, operating, or condition reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for the use of an agency responsible for 
the regulation or supervision of financial institutions; or 

(b)(9) geological and geophysical information and data, including maps, concerning wells. 

SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552a 

(d)(5) information compiled in reasonable anticipation of a civil action proceeding; 

(j) (2) material reporting investigative efforts pertaining to the enforcement of criminal law including efforts to prevent, control, or reduce crime 

or apprehend criminals; 

(k) (l) information which is currently and properly classified pursuant to an Executive order in the interest of the national defense or foreign 

policy, for example, information involving intelligence sources or methods; 

(k)(2) investigatory material compiled for law enforcement purposes, other than criminal, which did not result in loss of a right, benefit or 

privilege under Federal programs, or which would identify a source who furnished information pursuant to a promise that his/her identity 
would be held in confidence; 

(k)(3) material maintained in connection with providing protective services to the President of the United States or any other individual pursuant 
to the authority of Title 18, United States Code, Section 3056; 

(k)(4) required by statute to be maintained and used solely as statistical records; 

(k)(5) investigatory material compiled solely for the purpose of determining suitability, eligibility, or qualifications for Federal civilian 
employment or for access to classified information, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person who furnished 
information pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence; 

(k)(6) testing or examination material used to determine individual qualifications for appointment or promotion in Federal Government service 
he release of which would compromise the testing or examination process; 

(k)(7) material used to determine potential for promotion in the armed services, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person 
who furnished the material pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence. 
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From: J 'rector, FBI 

CHANGED; 

UNKNOWN $OBJECT 
(EMPLOYEE 0T DEPARTMENT OF 

i^stice. Washington. d.c.): 

I- SUSPECT 


JACK A 
ADMFnj 
THEFT 


ANDES 

taATiY 

Agove 


X INQUIRY 
RNMXNT PR< 


NT PROPERTY 



CD 

CO 


r*f 

cn 

S 

rH 

v 

O’ 

CO 

u. 

£ 

3S 

5 

a 

CXJ 

< 

£ 

rr 

rt 

8 

***** , 


> ^ A 

Re Bureau telephone calls to WFGr"3-25-66 , concerning 

the natter captio ned "Pnsub, Employe e of Department of Justice, 
Washington, D.C., I \ Jack N. Anderson, 

Administrative Inquiry, TGP.,” The cant ion of this case has 
been changed to reflect the identity of| 

| | ~ Suspect, and to include Opal Ginn as a subject. 

f 

This will confirm information and instructions 
furnished WFO on 3-23-86. 


was advised on 3-25-66 of the 


gj following inforaation. 


Senator Thomas J. Dodd advised Assistant to the 
Director C. D. DeLoach on the afternoo n of 3-20-66 tha t he 
(Dodd) bad hired former Special Ageny l | C a 

private investigator from New York) to inquire into various 
phases of the disappearance of records from Dodd’s Office. 


WAF: run 
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New York (info) 

rmr (6) 
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Airtel to SAC, WO 

CHANGED; UNSOB (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE) 


According to Senator D odd.I Iinterview ed 

( a former emp loyee of I P and was told 

by I 1 that at on© t:L»e ah© bad Bade a photostat 

or xerox copy of a 1287-pago report on Joe Valachi for 
Anderson. This report allegedly had been brought to I 
office by an unnamed employee of the Dep artment of 
Justice who was highly nervous and urged| I to 

expedite her work as the re]>ort had to be returned to 
the Department's files before the day was over. 


Senator Dodd further stated that I I told 

I I she had received a number of threateni ng tele phone 
calls and w as very frightened. As a result, | | drove 

I to his Hew York residence. \ 


SA [ 


was instructed to have WO take 


immediate steps to locate and interview 
concerning th e reported c opying of a 12 
Jo© Valachi. [ ’ 


37-1 


] 


page report on 
] was to be specifically questioned 


as to whether this document was an FBI report or a transcript 
of Joe Valachl's book. 


A review of Bureau files was made and no report 
approaching 1287 pages in length has ever been sent to 
the Department. Available Information indicates that the 
document delivered to Jack iUiderson for copying may have 
been the manuscript of Joe Vfclachi’s book which he wrote 
while incarcerated at the District of Columbia Jail. 

An article appearing in the "Washington Post" on 3-21-6 5 
indicated that Anderson had reviewed this book and described 
it as "1150 pages long after being typed by Justice 
Department stenographers.” 

_ ( On the afternoon of 3-25-66, Special Agent I I 

I I was also briefed on the foregoing information. 

In addition, he was advised that former special Agent 
I I had attempte d to teleph onieslly contact 

Mr. Pe Loach on 3-25-66. 3A | | was instructed to 

return | | call for Mr. Pe Loach to de termine the purpose 

of this call. In addition. SAI ~~~l was instructed 

to ascertain if I I was with ! I and i f so. _ 

to make arrangements for Bureau Agents to interview | 
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Airtel to SAC, WFO 

CHANGED; 0N5UB (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OP JUSTICE) 


withf 


Following SA 


WFO, 


_telephonic contact 

on the tifternoon of 3-25-66, Supervisor 


most faaili; 
Interviewed 
purpose of 

3-26-66. Supervisor[ 


was instructed to have two WFO Agents 
with the Dod d investigation who had previously 
I to procee d to New York for the 
tervlew ingl I on the morning of 

Juas also Instructed to contact 


the New York Office to have two New York Agents familiar 
with the Joe Yalachi matter be available on the aor ning 


was Ind icated 
taken from _ 


with the Joe vaiachl matter be available on the morx L 
of 3-26-66 to assist the WFO Agents in interviewing f 
It was ind icated that separate signed statements should be 

I concerning the two unrelated matters 


Burea u files show that [ 


f I has been employed in the Tax Division, 

Department of Justice, Washington, D.C., on various 
occasions since 1953. She vas last investigated as a 
Depar tmental Applicant in ear ly 1961, at which time she 
was a I ~l to the Assistant Attorney 


General, Tax D ivision. 
Investigation, [ 


In connection with the last 

_^application dated 3-4-61 listed 

Opal Ginn, 54 15 Connec ticut Avenue, Washington, D.C., as 
a reference. | 1 resided at this same address from 

For further informati on concerning the 
tion on I IWFO is referred to 


1953 to 1955. 
applicant investiga 
your file |_| 
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NOTE: 


Information supplied to Mr. DeLoach by Senator 
Dodd on 3-23-66 is contained in DeLoach to Tolson Memorandum 
dated 3-24-66, captioned "Senator Thomas J Dodd, Bribery, 
Conflict of Interest." ^^umfliariza tion of this imfoimat ion 
was made a vailable on /ff4Z5-(36 to S A | ~ 

WFC, by SA | | 


Information concerning the review of Bureau 
files in the Joe Vialachi matted contained in Gale to 
DeLoach Memorandum dated ^2f5*66 captioned "Senator Thomas J. 
Dodd, Bribery, Conflict of Interest. This information 
was telephonically furnished to Supervi sor | 

WFO, 3-25-66 by SA | I - 


SAl _ __[was briefed on the 

afternoon of 3-25-66 by Section Chief L. M. Walters concerning 
the information Senator Dodd had provide d Mr. DeLoach 
on 3-23-66. He was also informed of the | 
call to Mr. DeLoach on 3-25-66 and instructed to return 
this call as noted herein. Instructions for two WFO Agents 
most familiar with the Dodd i nvestigation who had 
previously interviewed | | to jtproceed to New Yor k 


were telephoi!|g|ally furnished to'supervisor 
by Section Chief L. M. Walters on 3-25-66 


WFO, 


- 4 - 
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Airtel 


1 - Mr. Walters 
1 -_ 


To: 

From: 


SAC, WFO 
Director, FBI 


UNSUB; (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT 
OF JUSTICE.^WASHINGTON. 


/• 


E 




] 


SPECT 
AL^GINN 


JACK N.IVANDERSON 
ADMIN? ffCRATIVE INQUIRY; TCP 


. %£*' 


■J ,-J- 


ReBuairtel dated 3/28/66 and Butelcall 


3/28/66. 


c 


This will confirm instructions furnished to Supervisor / 
I concerning captioned matter on 3/28/66. ■ 


/ 


WFO was instructed to contact the personnel office of 
the Dep artment of Justice on t he morning of 3/29/66 to determine 
whether I I is still employed in the Depart¬ 


ment and if not, obtain available background information on her b6 
as well as her last known address. hi 


with [ 


WFO also was Instructed to immediately interview 
I regar ding the Vtilachi manuscript. The interview 
Jis to be conducted without any prior arrange* 


ment or appointment with her and the results of this interview 
are to be furnished the Burenu immediately upon completion. 


For the information of WFO . the current W as hington P 


D. C.. telephone directory li sts one f___|at . _ 

It is not known if this Individ- 


T 


uai is identical with the subject in this case. 

o> £‘, ■fi'j 

; C’ * ■ 

WAFtba- (5) 
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NOTE: Instructions to Supervisor 
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The Attorney General 


Director* FBI 


UHKHOSW SOBJSCT (EtffMTIE OF DEPARTMENT 
of JUSTICE, Msaxatm aL p. r.» _ 



AUN 

jack wjnaamsm 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY 
THEFT OF GOFEENMEHT PROPERTY 


March 31, 1966 


PERSONAL 

1 - Kr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Rosen 
1 
1 
1 
1 


Mr. Walters 


Hr. Gale 
1 - Mr. Wick 


24^' 


?- 
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Reference in sado to «jr seaorasdon of idhrdh 29, 
1966, concerning the copying of a 1200-page manuscript of 
doe Yalachi** story for deck It. Anderson, associate of 
colonist Dree Pearson. It ifas indicated tha t the Yalachi 
aanuecript say have keen taken to Anderson hy| 
an employee of tke Depsrtnont of Justice. 
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to 

Department 


/. 


the Assistant Attorney fienertu, rax Dtvitun, 
of Justice, w as interviewed on March 29, 1966, regarding 
this natter. I l eatecuted a seorn signed state¬ 

ment to the effect that she never typed, saw, or made 
available to Hr. Anderson, or any asahsr of his staff, a 
copy of the Joe Yalachi sanuncript. She elaiaed to have 
so knowledge of anyone else itaring furnished Mr. Anderson 
or any of his representative*! with a copy of this document. 


] said that ese is a social aciualat- 


Mr. ToIson._ 


a nee of hiss Opal Gina, secretary to Mr. Anderson, and 
that to the best of her knowledge site Susa visited Anderson** 
office only on one or two occasions, the last tins being 
approxi mately one ysar ago. She advised that Mias dim 

nave t tacit agreement not to -Jiacoas 

- --• jLiCibi', 

r _k_J? 

I f to foruor 

Assistant Attorney General JU*uia I. Gfeerdfirrer whoa* »i~ 


ayd sne,[_ 

Mr. DaLoach._JNtsineas «atters at any tto?, 

Mr. Mohr_1 

Mr. Wick_ 

Mr, C'asi^r_ 

Mr. C'r.llaimtu_ 


Mr. Cnnrad „_f *C«f Sh* SOUght ft£ tSi tfec l&tCfVUf WAS Cfittplctfd Bit 

Mr. i<\it-before she signed the statement. Mr. Oberdorter volun¬ 

teered that the Yalachi manuscript was not handled in the 
■“Tea: Division. f 
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NOTE: 



See cover memjAnlldsen to DeLoach, 3/30/66, 
WA:?:rmr, captioned same as above. 
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The Attorney General 


investigation is centimiios in «n effort to Identify 
the person eho mde the Velaclji manuscript available to 
Mr. Anderson end, if neoessniy, this will include interviews 
with employees of the Heperteent of Justice who had access 
to it. The results of this investigation will he weds avail¬ 
able to you upon coupletion. 

1 « The deputy Attorney Genoiwl «* P3ES8QMU* 

i - hr. rxwd h. Vinson, Jr. - pebsokai 

Awe intent Attorney Generis 1 
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** <fe 
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3/29/66 

PLAINTEXT 


TELETYPE URGENT 


TO: 

SAC, 

ST. 

LOUIS 

FROM: 

SAC, 

WFO 

(62-9411) 


UNSUB (EMPLOYEE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, D. C.) 

_- ET AL - SUSPECTS, ADMINISTRATIVE 

INQUIRY, TOP. 



ST LOUIS REQUESTED TO R]SVIEW PERSONNEL FILE AND FURNISH 
RESULTS RE I 


FORMER GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE RECORD REFLECTS EMPLOYED FEBRUARY 
FIFTEEN, SIXTY ONE, RESIGNED JULY TWELVE, LAST IN OFFICE 
ASSISTANT AG TAX DIVISION. 


DATE OF BIRTH 


SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 


BUREAU ADVISED. 


1 - Teletype Unit 
A h - Bureau 
1 - WFO 

PMKjddd 

(3) 

AIRTEL 


H i 


0 


1QR 

7^ 


h 


7 


XL/, •’ /i-UCiJ, 

; ___ 

^ Tot recorded 





OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
MAY 1962 EDITION 
CSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 


5010—106 


TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. DeLoach 


A. Rosei 


f ** 


DATE: April 1, 1966 

1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Rosen 
1 - 


1 - Mr. Walters 

UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF 1 “ I — 

DEPARTMENT OF. JUSTICE. WASHINGTON} D. C.) 


I -^SUSPECT 

1; OPAL-GINN; 


] 


Tolson -- 

DeLoach - 

Mohr- b 6 - 

* ick —b7C 

Casper - 

Callahan -- 

Conrad -- 

Felt- 

Gale - - 

Rosen -— 

Sullivan —- 

Tavel- 

Trotter___ 


JACK NJ ANDERSON 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


With reference to my memorandum earlier today, 
SAC Alexander, New York Office, was instructed this 
morning to have New Yor k Agents conta ct the two employees 
of private invest igator | I who will be escorting 





(/ 


t r 


to Florida on an Eastern Airlines flight 
which leaves New York at 12:00 o'clock noon today 


employees 


At thi 
and to 


time it should 




e explained toT 
that we would like to 
the investigators or 
the interview being 
pressured and Agents should 


interv iew her briefly. If either 

balk and are not agreeable to 
should 


conducted, they should not be 
discontinue their efforts to interview[ 


r 


I I was instru cted that in this event, 

New York should contact | | and ascertain the address 

at which l~ I can be contacted in Florida. 




I was instructed to furnish a teletype 
to the Bureau and the WashiiigtpnJField Office, setting 
out the results of the abov«BTTU4jj|&^g£’ 

(^*2. I J O W . j 

This is for information and record purposes. 



1 
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Felt _ 
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Rosen - 

Sullivan — 
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Trotter —£ 
Tele. Room 
Holmes _?! 
Gandy „—_ 


AS 


March 29» 1966 


pwmmuh 


the Attorney General 


Director, FBI 


unknown arajutfr tunovss Of 
oiaMirr-^X of magnet;, tasbinotpn. jx^ c.) 

i- s uspimz 

I k opal mm 

JACK H.tAHDEKSON 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY 
THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


On March 24, 1966, Senator Thomas J. Dodd advise ’ 
an official of this Bureau that before he learned the FLU 
would lie authorized to inve stigate the theft of documents 
from his office he employed | "1 a private inves¬ 

tigator from New York, to inquire into v arious phases of the 
disappearance of such documents. | | worked for only two 

or three days and is now off the case. 


Accordi ng to Senator Dodd, 


interv ie we> 


| (a former employee of Washington, r» t.,, 
public relations man | | whose off tee is lo cate*, 

adjacent to that of colu mnist Jack Anderson). | | re¬ 
portedly informed | | among other thinge, that at one time 

she made for Anderson a Photostat or Xerox cony of a 12d?~ 
page repor t oh Joe Val achi. This report allegedly had been 
brought to | l office by an unnamed employee of the 

Depart ment of Justice who was highly nervous and urged I I 
| | to expedite her work as the report had to h* returned to 

the Department's files before the day was over,/ - 7 

^r v g] ^fT-43 (< /: 

Senator Dodd sta ted he flip n o't laof w nether or not 
this was an FBI repo rt but ! "[al legedly implied that 

it was. I I reportedly also told| ]she had receive* 

a number of threatening t elephone cal ls and was very frightens* 
Consequently, | | drove |~ | to his New York residence, 

_ I 1 « ho res i de-s n 1 1 I 

| | was interviewed by Special 

Agents of this Bureau at our Hew York Office on March 26, 1666, 
At that time pine was staying temporarily aft • the residence ot 


Li'K : bn , /' 

C1 ' 2 ) ' .#1 


liOTF: See cover aoao, 


- • *3 

| w* / c ; 'w -*• ^ 

. SS2TEO *".S e.bovs, 


MAIL ROOM l -1 TELETYPE UNIT 


□ t~' 









The Attorney General 


furnished the following information: 


la earl y 1965, Opal Gina* Jhek Anderson's secretary, 
— I to m ake a Xerox copy of a manuscript of 

i ts certain this was Yalachi's 
e read parts of the Manuscript 


ashed 

Joe Yalachi's story __ 

story and not an FBI report as s 
which ess approximately 1200 pages in length. [ 


.T 


]did 


not see the person who brought this manuscript to the office 
and Miss Gian did not say hoe or from shoe it vas obtained but 
■he did say it had to be returned the next day. 


I I said it is her belief that this manuscript, 

a copy of which she made while a friend of hers (whose identity 
she refused to reveal) was present, was broug ht to Anders on 
by an employee of the DepartRent of Justice. I ~~| was 

very evasive with respect to Basing the Department of Justice 
employee she suspected; however, she said she believes this 
individual to bo one of three females mentioned favorably in 
an article written by Jack Anderson which appeared in ’’Parade' 
magazine, possibly in December, 1965. Only one of the three 
individuals mimed the rein is an em ployee of the Department of 
Justice, according to | | 

On liarch 27, 1966, | | telepbouically contacted 

our Washington Field Office from Connecticut and adv ised th at 
the Justi ce Department employee referred to above is | 


The files of this Bureau show that a Departmental 
Applicant was conducted in Anrll and May. 

concerning 


] At that time she wa 


|to the chief trial 
A furth er Departmental Applicant 
was conducte d la March 


attorney in the hue Divi sion. 
investigation concerning [ 

and April. 1961, At that tins she was employed as L _ 

I ~f t o the Assistant Attorney General, Tax Division. 

It is noted I I application dated March 4, 1961 

in connection with this employment listed Opal Ginn, 5415 
Connecticut Avenue, Washington, U. C«, as a reference. 
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I Jj Mr. Toison..— 
I !>* Mr. T?»Tji>sch 

I ; 'Tr. Mohr_ 

I ' Mr. Wick_ 


Transmit the following in 


AIRTEL 


Date: 3/28/66 


(Type in plaintext or code) 


(Priority) 


; 'fe Ci; 1 \ 

J : Mr. Conr« 4 ? .yV- j; 

| ’ hr' G 

| , iif. -) 

j ■' Velc. F - ra _ l 

-I ' Wv,% II 1 ’ .3—:_ l 

i - Miss Ga/i/y_ 

J_ _____ 


TO: DIRECTOR, FBI 
FROM: SAC, WFO (52-New) (P) 
//pi/. UNSUB: Employee Department of 

J .iustj ^ WqcIii nnr + nn T\ T * 


shineto n. D.C.; 


JACK NSANDERSON > 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY^ 
(00: WFO) 





I state s OPAL GINN, Secretary to JACK 
N. ANDERSON, requested | to make Xerox copy of a manuscript 

of JftiEPH VALACHI 1 s sttJfy, pHor to June in early 1965. 

No FBI reports involved and she knew it was VALACHI 1 s story 
because she read parts. Manus cript c ontaMad approximately 
1200 pages. GTNN d id not tell | | where or how manuscript 
obtained and I I did not see person wfto brought panuscript 
to off ice. GINN said manuscript had to be returned next day. 

| | reported a friend of hers was present when sh e made 

copies but she declined to identify person. I | was evasive 

in identifying employee f Dept, of justice whom she supposed 
brought manu script to ANDERSON because she said employee would 
be fired and| |would be a " blabber mouth" in the eyes 
of friends in wasnington, D.C. I I said ANDERSON stated in 
a column he had copy of VALACHI book and she questioned why 
matter was not investigated at that time. Based on supposition/ 
|believes employee is one of three females favorably 
named in an article written fey JACK N. ANDERSON which appeared 
in "PMAde" magazine possiDiy December, 1965. Only one of 
three persons naMed is employee or Dept, of Justice. 
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WFO 52-Kew 


advised from Connecticut, 

on 3/27/66, that the- Department of Justice employee, 
mentioned ibove, isl 
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UNITED STATES G(®RNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr, DeLoach 


., Rose! 


date: March 29, 1966 


1 - Mr, DeLoach 
1 - Mr, Rosen 

1 - I I 

1 - Mr, Walters 

1 - I 

1 - Mr, Gale 
1 - Mr. Wick 


Tolson- 

DeLoach _ 

Mohr_ 

Wick _ 

Casper - 

Callahan - 

Conrad - 

Felt - 

Gale- 

Rosen - 

Sullivan — 

Tavel - 

Trotter - 

Tele. Roorr 

Holmes - 

Gandy - 


SUBJECT: UNKNOvm SUBJEC T (EMPLOYEE OF 1 - I 

/ D EPARTMENT Ofr . JU STICE. WA SHINGTON, D T j .. 1 - Mr. Gale 

^ ( \ 1 - Mr. Wick 

/A I-^ SUSPECT “ <1 

/ u , I : OPAL GINN / / 

v_y jack n.<^Anderson Af 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY / 

| ' fformpT pninlovpp of Washington, 

D.C,, public relations man | was inter¬ 

viewed in New York Office 3/26/66 by Washington Field Office 
(WFO) Agents most familiar with investigation involving theft 
of documents from Senator Dodd’s office. 


|_| said that in early 19 65, at r equest o f Opal 

Ginn (Jack Anderson’s secretary) she, I I made Xerox copy 

of manuscript of Joe Valachi’s story. \ is certain this 

• was manuscript of Valachi story (approximately 1200 pages) 
and not FBI report as she read parts of same. G inn did not 
say how or from whom she obtained manuscript but | | sus- 

| pects it was brought to Ande rson by an employee of the De- 
|partraent of Justice. | ] was evasive with respect to naming 

Justice Department employee but said she is believed to be 
one of three females mentioned favorably in article by Angerson 
in "Parade” magazine, possibly in December, 1965 (o nlvfaust icg 
Department employe e mentioned, therein, according to | 

I On 3/27/66, j telephonically contacted WF O from Connectic ut 

I and identified Justice Department employee as I ~1 


S?:f/ 


| has been em-' 

ployed in Tax Division, Department of Justice, Washington,D.C., 

! on various occasions since 1953. She was first investigated C 
as a Departm ental Appli cant in April and May, 1953, at which 
time she was | | to the: chief trial attorney. Tax Division, 

She again was investigated as a Departmental Applicant in _ 

March a nd April, 1961, at which time she was| | 

f |to the Assistant Attorney General, Tax Division. ^ 

t .. .. Jig-H feSU' I IM s'! -"sp —" 

Investigation on both occasio ns was favo rable*- pi 

connection with the last investigation,I | application^^ 

dated March 4, 1961, listed Opal Ginn, 5415 Connecticut Avenue, 
Washington, D.C,,, as a reference. When contacted 3/30/61f 


Enclosury * L n— « 


C0NT1.NUED - OVER 











Memorandum to Mr, DeLoach 

RE: UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE) 


Ginn said she had known \ \ for ten o r tw< 

social basis and recommended her highly, | 


lts on a 


It is noted that in connection with the investigation 
relating to the theft of documents from Se nator Dodd's office, 

| | advised that she was present in I I offic e 

on Sunday, June 27, 1965, when Opal Ginn and | | 

(former employee of S enator Dodd) made Xerox copies of Sen¬ 
ator Dodd's records, | | declined to sign a statement. 

RECOMMENDATION : 

(1) Attached for approval is a memorandum to the 
Attorney General, with copies: for the Deputy Attorney General 
and Assistant Attorney General Vinson, summarizing the infor¬ 
mation made available by Sen ator Dodd concerni ng the Valachi 
incident; our interview with | | with respect to 

same as set out a bove: and our p rior Departmental Applicant 
investigations of | 1 This memorandum states that 

investigation with respect to the theft of documents from 
Senator Dodd's office is continuing and re ports will be for- 
warded to the Criminal Division; also that | |is 

being interviewed regarding the Valachi manuscript. 

This memorandum to the Attorney General is being 
marked Personal in view of the indicated involvement of a 
Justice Department employee in the removal of the Valachi 
manuscript from the Department's files. 


(2 ) Our WFO has been instructed to expedite the 
interview of | | The Director will be furnished 

a summarization of the results of this interview wheh 
completed and a communication will be sent to the Attorney 
General advis ing him of the same. We have- now learned. that 
|is no l onger employed in theDepartment. WFO 
is making every effort 1:6"To"< iate™an3’'iinter view her today. 
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4/1/66 


Tolson _ 
DeLoach 

Mohr- 

Wick _ 


Airtel 

REO- 81 

A' 


From: 


- H$% s? 

SAC, UFO (62-9411) 
Director, FBI 


UNSUB; (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE. WASHINGTON. D.C.) 

| 1- SUSPECT 

j?r al.-- 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; TCP 
00: WFO 

In view of the denial by| 

that she had any connection with the Valachl manuscript. 
Bureau desires that a full inquiry be made to determine the 
circumstances surrounding the handling of this document in 
an effort to identify the individual in the Department of 
Justice who was responsible Cor making the Valachi manuscript 
available to Anderson. 

In line with prior oral instructions furnished 
WFO, this will include, but n ot be limited to. inte rviews 
with Jack And erson, Opal Ginn.I ~~1 and 

associates of I I The foregoing interviews in 

this case should be conducted at the same time these persons 
are interviewed in connection with the theft of records from 
the office of Senator Thomas J. Dodd, 

The following instructions concerning this matter 
are now being set forth for WFO. If after completion of 
the above-noted interviews title identity of Justice employee 
has not yet been established, it will be necessary to inter¬ 
view Justice employees who typed the manuscript as well as 
other persons who have access to typed copies. This would 
include efforts to determine the number of copies made, 
account for all such copies, and attempt to ascertain 
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Airtel BAG, WTO 

RE: SENATOR THOMAS J. DODD 


the Identities of other agencies and persons who may have 
received copies of the manuscript in connection with 
their official duties. It may be necessary to make appropriate 
inquiries of personnel of these agencies concerning their 
handling of the document. 

The Bureau desires that this matter be afforded 
expedited and preferred handling. You should keep the 
Bureau advised on a current basis of the progress of this 
investigation. 


NOTE: The oral instructions to WF O as" 

2 of this airtel 
3-31-66 by SAl 



vptp fnrnisthfirf t.n SA 
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iRNMENT 



b6 f 


Mr. DeLoac 


A. Rose 


SUBJECT: UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE 07 

_ DEPARTMENT OF, JUSTICE. WASHINGTON. D. C.) 


date: March 30, 1966 


1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Rosen 

i - i 

1 -Mr. Walters 
i _ | 

1 - Mr. Gale 
1 - Mr. Wick 


olson —,b7 i 
eLoach ifi^ 


Casper — 
Callahan - 
Conrad — 
.Felt ' 


Sullivan - 

Tavel - 

Trotter - 

Tele. Room . 

Holmes- 

I Gandy - 


1_I- SUSPECT. 

I |; OPAL*GINN > 

JACK N ZANDER SON fi 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTYt^B^- 


JTV 


Attorney General Louis F. o: 
sworn signed statement on 3- 
saw, or made available to Ji 
[ staff a co py of the Valachi 
\ [ I to Oberdorfer in i 
jOberdorfer (whose advice | 

I but before signing statemen 
i Valachi manuscript was not ; 


(former | | to Assistant 

oerdorfer, Tax Division) furnished 
-29^66 denying that she typed, 
ick0Xnderson or any me mber of his 
manuscript. I ~| is now 

iis private law practice. I 

|sought after interview 
t) volunteered to Agents that 
iandled in Tax Division* 


Th e interview with I | was bas ed oni a ' v 

statement by| |(former employee of | 

I who made copy of manuscript for Opal Girm"J (Jack 
Anderson’s secretary) that she believed manuscript was made 
available to G inn by employee of Department, namely, 

although she had no positive information 
as to how manuscript came into possession of Opal Ginn. 

When interviewed, | | also said ;^he 

had no knowledge of anyone else having furnished Anderson 
or any of his rep resentatives a copy of the"Valachi manuscript. 

| lsaid s he is a social acquaintance of Opal 

Ginn and she. I I has visited Anderson’s office only 

on one or two occasions, the last time being approximately 
one year ago. She said she and Miss Ginn have a tacit 
agreement not to discu^&-bufs4jiess matters at.any time. 


RECOMMENDATIONS : (^EC-22^/ ^ ^ 

(1) In view of t ie denial by | R ftfet5 1386 

she had any connection with thekj&^lachi document, we are 
going forward with a full inquiry to determine the ^ iffcum- === 
stances surrounding the handling of the manuscript in an . 
effort to identify the individual in Justice who was i ''Un 
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Memorandum to Mr. DeLoach 
RE: UNKNOWN SUBJECT 
WASHINGTON, D. C 


responsible for making the document available to Anderson. 
This will include but not be limited to in terviews wit h 
Opal Ginn, Anderson's secretary, | | 

(a Washington, JD.C,, Public Relations man in 

_ ice the man uscript was copie d), and associates 

of I I (former_employee who copied 

the document). 

In addition, it may be necessary to interview 
Justice employees who typed the manuscript as well as 

other persons who had access to typed copies. This 

would include efforts to determine the number of copies 

made, account for all such copies, and attempt to 

ascertain the identities of other agencies and persons 
who may have received copies of the manuscript in 
connection with their official duties. It may be necessary 
to make appropriate inquiries of personnel of these agencies 
concerning their handling of the document. This matter 
will be afforded expedite and preferred handling, and 
you will be furnished a summarization of the results 
of this investigation. 


(2) Attached for approval is a memorandum to the 
Attorney General, with copies for the Deputy Attorney 
General and Assist ant Attorney Ge neral Vinson, summarizing 
the interview with| | This memorandum is 

marked personal in view of the indicated involvement of a 
Justice Department employee in the removal of the Valachi 
manuscript from the Department's file. 

The Attorney General is being advised that our 
investigation is continuing in an effort to identify the 
person who made the Valachi manuscript available to 
Anderson, and if necessary it will include interviews 
with Department of Justice employees who had access to it. 
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FBI NEW YORK 
5:35 PM EST URGENT 3/31/66 M.F.R. 

TO DIRECTOR (((11))) AND WASHINGTON FIELD (62-9411) 

2 PAGES 


/1>FR0M NEW YORK 
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>t r 'A 


Mr. Tolson— 
Mr. DeLoach.. 
Mr. Mohr- 


Mr. Wick_ 

Mr. Gasper— 
Mr. Callahan.. 
Mr. Conrad— 

Mr. Felt_ 

Mr. Gale.. 

Mr. Rosen.. 
Mr. Sullivan. 
Mr. TaveL 
Mr. Trotter.. 
Tele. Room- 


Miss Holmes.. 
Miss Gandy— 
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-UN&U6; (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, D.C.); 


(s) -” 

Y^GINNt JACK N. ANDERSON. 

PROPERTY. 


Lash 


SUSPECT; 


^ — 


ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY 


V 


<7 

& 


OPAL /-• 
THEFT OF GOVERNMENT 

f-/ 

H 


u -j 


REWFO TELCALL TO NY, MARCH TH]iRTYONE, SIXTYSIX. 

PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR, ADVISED THAT 


/ 


EMPLOYEE, TALKED WITH 


TWENTYEIGHT, SIXTYSIX, AND 
EMPLOYEE FROM 


DURING EVENING OF MARCH 

Pi- - 

STATED THAT SHE CALLED A JUSTICE -DEWF-. 


RESIDENCE DURING EVENING OF MARCH TWENTYSEVEN, 


SIXTYSIX. I I REFUSED TO DISCLOSE IDENTITY OF THIS INDIVIDUAL; 
HOWEVER, INDICATED SHE HAD DATED THIS EMPLOYEE AND THIS INDIVIDUAL 


f 

>l?\ 


ASSISTED IN REMOVING THE VALACHI MANUSCRIPT FROM JUSTICE DEPT. 
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PAGE TWO 


ESTIMATED THAT 


MADE APPROXIMATELY TEN CALLS FROM HIS 


RESIDENCE DURING AFTERNOON AND EVENING OF MARCH TWENTYSEVEN, SIXTYSIX. 


TELEPHONE COMPANY HAS ADVISED 


NUMBERS THAT |_ 
BILLING DATE. 


HEY WILL BE UNABLE TO FURNISH 


CALLED UNTIL AFTER APRIL NINETEEN, SIXTYSIX, 


ADVISED 


INFORMED HIM SHE CALLED JUSTICE DEPT. 


EMPLOYEE FROM| 
SIXTYSIX. I 


_|RESIDENCE DURING EVENING OF MARCH TWENTYSEVEN, 

REFUSED TO IDENTIFY THIS EMPLOYEE, BUT STATED SHE HAD 


DATED HIM IN THE PAST AND THIS EMPLOYEE HAD DELIVERED THE VALACHI MANU¬ 


SCRIPT TO ANDERSON’S OFFICE. 


STATED SHE HAD TRIED TO CONTACT THE 


JUSTICE DEPT. EMPLOYEE DURING EVENING OF MARCH TWENTYSIX, SIXTYSIX* 
HOWEVER, HE WAS NOT AT HOME. 

|- 1 - 

•WA TELEPHONE OFFICIALS HAVE ADVISED THAT BILLING DATE FOR_ 

TELEPHONE IS APRIL NINETEEN, SIXTYSIX, AND THAT IT WILL TAKE THEM A 
MINIMUM OF FIVE WORKING DAYS AFTER APRIL NINETEEN SIXTYSIX, TO FURNISH 
NUMBERS CALLED FROM HIS PHONE. 


WA..EFH 


R RELAY 


FBI WASH DC 


CC-ia. 3C?3N 
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11:00 BMEST 
TO DIRECTOR 
FROM NEW YORK 


URGENT 3/31/66 M.F.R. 

(<(15))) AND WASHINGTON FIELD (62-9411) 
2 PAGES 


Mr. Tolsoa_ 

Mr. De Loach_ v 

Mr. Mohr.., 

Mr. Wick 


Mr. Casper .... 
Mr. Callahan. 
Mr. Conrad.™ 

Mr. Pelt_ 

Mr. Gale. 


Mr. Rosen_* 

Mr. Sullivan 

Mr. Tavel_ 
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UN SUB;^( EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT 
_ 



737- 


justice, WASHINGTON, D.C.,); 
- SUSPECT; " 


i - 
./7 


OPAL 


OsiNN; JACK N. ANDERSON ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY 
PROPERTY 


THEFT OF GOVERNMENT 




WITH 


RETEL AND NYTELCALL TO BUREAU 

ADVISED THAT TWO OF HIS INVESTIGATORS ARE PRESENTLY 
ADVISED THAT | l lS INTOXICATED AND STATES 




SHE WILL NOT TALK WITH BUAGENTS. 


|ADVISED THAT ON INSTRUCTIONS 
FROM SENATOR DODD TWO OF HIS MEN ARE FLYING WITH I I tO MIAMI, FLORIDA 

' WILL BE STAYING 


TOMORROW FOUR ONE SIXTYSIX. ACCORDING TO 


WITH FRIENDS OR RELATIVES OF SENATOR DODD AT WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA. 

I WILL BE IN AN 


STATES THAT DUE TO FEAR OF FLYING 

EV 


INTOXICATED STATE WHEN SHE DEPARTS FROM NEW YORK CITY BY PLANE; 

MCT-4Z / 


END PAGE ONE 
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TWO COPIES TO WEQ 














PAGE TWO 

MY b6 
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PRESENT SCHEDULE FOR I I IS THAT SHE WILL DEPART ON EASTERN AIRLINES 

FLIGHT AT TWELVE NOON FOUR ONE SIXTYSIX FROM NYC. I I IS OF THE 

OPINION THAT IF AN ATTEMPT IS MADE TOMORROW TO INTERVIEW [ | PRIOR TO 

HER DEPARTURE SHE MAY DECIDE NOT TO GO TO FLORIDA AND IS SHE 
MAKES THIS DECISION f | MEN ARE! BEING INSTRUCTED TO LEAVE HER AND 

I WILL ADVISE SENATOR DODD OF SITUATION AND THAT HE | | IS DROPPING 

THE CASE. 

UACB, NYO WILL ATTEMPT TO INTERVIEW | j PRIOR TO HER DEPARTURE 

TO MIAMI. 


END 


WA..LRC R RELAY (WFO) 



FBI WASH DC 
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Callahan 
Conrad _ 
Felt - 



FROM : A. Rose# w 

m 


Sullivan - 

Tavel - 

Trotter- 

Tele. Room . 

Holmes- 

Gandy - 




to : Mr. DeLoach date: April 1, 1966 

If 1 - Mr. DeLoach t 

from : A. Rosenf 1 - Mr. Rosen 2 

Mfy i |-1 G 

lr 1 « Mr Walters U 

SUBJECT: UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF , i-—-1 * 

^ DEPA RTMENT OF JUSTICE. WASHINGTON x _ Mr Wick 1 

0 ,j D.C. );l 1 " * - 

y I J -SUSPECT: 

t OPAITGUSN; 

JACK NP'ANDERSON I- 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


In connection with our investigation to determine how Jack (J ^ j 
Anderson (D rew Pearson^ as sociate) obtained a copy of the Joe Valachi / ' 

manuscript, | |(New York private i nvestiga tor hired by ^ , 

Senator Dodd) and l K an employee of | ] furnished the ^ / 

following information to our New York Office on 3/31/66: 

|(who advised our Agents on 3/26/66 that be , 

while she was employed by | I she assisted in making b7c j 

a copy of the V alachi manuscrip t which she believed had been furnished / 

to Ande rson by | lof 'the Department of Justice) advised h 

| on 3/28/66 that she, | had calle d a Depar tment of Justice il - 

employee, whom she refus ed to ide ntify, from | | New York residence 

on the evening of 3/27/66. | j reportedly indicated she had dated this 

employee and tibatithis'^was.-theliperjson_who Jiad:deiiv£r ^ Valachi 
manuscript to Anderson. 

Our New York Office ascertained fro m the Tel ephone Company 
that records of long-distance calls placed from | [ residence wiJJL r * ^ \H 

not he available until annroximatelv Anril 24. 1966. / *\ f I v_ ti Li - r 


not be available until approximately April 24, 1966. A *.% I { v- h -*-— 

’p£C-19 

It is noted that in a sworn signed 1 statement given tcePu^B&gdhtii^®® 
on 3/29/66, | |denied that she typed, saw, or made available^ 

| to Anderson or any of his employees a copy of the Valachi mafllTSCTipt. 


| also adv ised our New York O ffice 3/31/66 that two of 
his investigators are with_who is intoxicated and who 


EFK:ige 

(7) 


vl* I A 
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Ife^lSSKNJwN ^fejEcVfEMPjLOYEE OF 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, D. C.) 


1 has said she will not talk with Butreau Agents. [ 

said that on the^,^ 

1 instructions of Senator Dodd two of his, 1 

1 men are flying/with 

ilt .lit . 


New York at 12:00 o'clock noon. While in Florida, [ 


]will be 


staying with friends or relatives of Senator Dodd at West Palm Beach. 


Jadvised further that due to 


fear of f lying 


she will be in an intoxicated state when she leaves New York, 
expressed the opinion that if an attempt is made to interview 


on 4/1/66 prior to her dep arture s he may decide not to go to Florida. 
If she makes this decision, 


and[ 


is dropping the case. 


ACTION TAKEN: 


has instructed his men to leave her 
}vill advise Senator Dodd of the situation and that he, 



b6 
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before leaving for Florida, it is important that she be interviewed at 
the earliest possible moment and an attempt made to pin her down on 
this latest information in an effort to identify the Department of Justice 
employee who she now states made available the Valachi manuscript to 
Anderson . Our N ew York Office has been instructed to attempt to 
f interviewl ]this morning before she leaves for Florida. 









OPTIOHM. form NO. 10 

MAY »V42 EDITION 
OCV^EN. REOr NO. 77 


united states gcmrnment 


cAr: 

Memorandum 


Colson_ 

DeLoach ti 

Mohr- 

Wick -— 
Casper — 
Callchan . 
Conrad — 

Felt - 

Gaff-- 


FROM 


Mr. DeLoach 


A * Rose jj^S^ 


SUBJECT: SENAT ' 0R THOMAS J. DODD 

BRIBERY; CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


DATE: April 5, 1966 

1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Rosen 

1 - I I 

1 - Mr. Walters 

1 - _ 

1 - Mr. Wick 


nosen C.- 

Sullivan - 

Tavel- 

Trotter- 

Tele. Room . 
Holmes- 


This is to advise you of the current investigative 
status of the captioned case, as well as the matters which 
have evolved therefrom and to recommend that our Washington 
Field Office (WFO) be authorized to proceed with interviews 
of columnist Jack N. An derson: Opal Ginn (Anderson *s secretary); 
| | andf | (free-lance 

writer and lormer_of the Peace Corps). 

I. ALLEGATIONS AGAINST SENATOR DODD : 

At the request of the Attorney General, we photo¬ 
graphed approximately 5,000 pages of documents that were made 
available by Jack Anderson and obtained some collateral - infor¬ 
mation through interviews with Anderson. He stated he had 
further material in the form of personal and shorthand, notes 
which he would put into understandable form and make available 
to us. He has not yet done this. We furnished the Department 
a report and copies of the documents on 3/18/66 and advised 
the Department we were maintaining contact with Anderson to 
obtain additional material he might furnish. The Department, 

1 has not_r eq uested any investigation to date wTthrejmect.-to 
possible substantive violations of law indic ated by the ma - 
TerTanurnished. 

II, .. . THEFT OF RECORDS FROM SENATOR DODD'S OFFICE : 

To date, we have interviewed 54 present and former 

i .mployees of Se *ator Dodd and 'he Senate Juvenil" Delinquency 
Subcommittee (which Dodd heads ana whose office is located 
immediately adjacent'to Dodd's). Interviews with 6 remaining 
I present and former employees are being expedited♦ ir _Jiu j ne.rous_ r --^ 

I collateral interviews with outside individuals been/'~ 

“completed. JZ6d ^ 


We have established thatj 
records and cor respondence wore Xe 
D.C., office of| 

(anderson’s secretary) assistea in 


o.f— Dodd * < 

oxecF?n^ rue Washington, 
on^6 /13/65 bv Opal„Ginn 
part TSyj 


former 
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Memorandum to UtiW DeLoach 
RE: SENATOR THOMAS J. DODD 


n (all former employees of Senator Dodd) were involved 
in making these records available to Anderson. All of these 
persons have refused to discuss their participation. 

Remaining major interviews regarding thef t of _1 

Dodd’s re cords consist; of interviews with Anderson, 

Ginn, and | | With respect to | | 

it is indicated he may have been Anderson’s entree to the Dodd 
story and records. He reportedly is now a free-lance writer 
and is collaboratin g with Anderson on a book. He was f ormerly 

| of the Peace Corps and also formerly I 
' of the Inspection Service of the Office of Economic Opportunity. 

IXIv JOE VALACHI’S MANUSCRIPT : 

Ou r inquiries in this phase were based on information 
furnished by | I t hat Opa l Ginn prepared a copy of the 

Valachi manuscript, which T j thought was delive red to 
And erson by a Justi ce Department employee. | I suspected 

one | I who upon interview denied any knowledge 

of the matter. 

We have been pursuing this aspect concurrently 
with our investigation of the theft of Dodd’s records, "but 
no further identification of the Justic e Departme nt employee 
has been obtained. Anderson, Ginn, and | | are now 

logical interviewees concerning the Valachi manuscript. If 
they will not identify the Justice Department employee, an 
exhaustive investigation into the administrative handling of 
the Valachi manuscript within the Department will be necessary. 
WFO has been instructed to afford all aspects of this case 
continuous and expeditious attention. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : J 

If you approve, our WFO will be authorized to pro- ‘ 


cc^d with immedi 


interviews 


Jack Anderson (concerning 


a.M 3 matters me^ii ,ed above); Opa Ginn (concerning matters 


2 and 3) ; | ((concerning matters 2 and 3) ; and 

(covering item 2 above) for full details of their involvement . 
in these matters. Should any of these individuals request 
the interviews be conducted in the presence of their attorney 
or anyone else, the interviews will be immediately discontinued. 
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FD-36 (Rev. 5-22-64) 


Transmit the following in 
AIRTEL 


Date: 4/4/66 

PLAIN TEXT 

(Type in plaintext or code) 
(Priority) 


FROM 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

(ATT: ACCOUNTING AND FRAUD SECTION) 


SAC, NEW YORK 


SUBJECT: UNS UB:(EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, 

DC) I 

| |SUS PEC r ''’; 

] k OPAL GINN; JACK N. ANDERSON 

ADMIN1STRATIVb IN QUIRY . 


• Re telephone call 4/4/66. 

Attached herewith ar e originals and one copies 
of affidavits sec ure d from SAsI 

| and I ~1 

Inasmuch as there appears to be no dereliction 
of duty on the part of the above agents no administrative 
action is being, recommended*^. 

0 


& /3/ Bureau (Ends. 8) 
mL- New York 
WMA:RAR 
(5) • 


Approx : 9fh 

c* t'l^?e , cial Agent in Charge 


7, TV? ,, ...APR ©Suss 

31 REe °BDED t ' V\ 

203 Apr ix , 96s —— JL X 


'\ rK.S/ 
i WK 


.M Per fe'A? 


ORIGINAL FILED IN 6> O / 











FROM : 

SUBJECT: 


OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
; MAY 1962 EDITION 
GSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 


UNITED STATES GOWRNMENT 


Memorandum 



ry 

SENATOR THOMAS J. DODD 
BRIBERY; CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


DATE: April 8, 1966 
1 - Mr. DeLoach 



* Sullivan 
Tavel 
Trotter 
Tele. Room . 



T^his is to advise you of the results of our 
efforts to date to interview colu mnist Jack N. Anderso n; 

Opa l Ginn (Anderson’s secreta ry: ) | ~~| 

and I I (free-lance writer and former 

of the Peace Corps). Contacts with these 




individuals were approved pursuant to my memorandum of 
April 5, 1966, (attached). 


, / v 




JACK N. ANDERSON 


Anderson was interviewed aftemaoh'of 4/7/66 (he refused 
to make himself available earlier). With respect to the 
allegations against Senator Dodd, Anderson stated no further 
information from his personal and shorthand notes will be 
furnished because his live informants and sources are 
available for contact if such should be desired. 


V* 







As regards the theft of records from Dodd’s office, 
I’iAnderson stated that the records were not stolen since they 
jare all now located in the Senator’s files. Anderson refused 
>to discuss the duplication of Senator Dodd’s records. He 
(■launched into a tirade against the Department of Justice , 
:;for investigating the copying of Dodd’s records rather 
'than. the allegations against Dodd himself. Anderson stated » 
.'he feels the Director should have refused to do an investiga¬ 
tion of this type when requested by the Attorney General. 




Anderson declined to identify his source of the 
Valachi manuscript. He indicated his source is not a "kid" 
but "highly placed" and if we were to conduct investigation 
which resulted in the identification of Anderson's source of 
this manuscript it would cause nothing but embarrassment to 
the Department of Justice. Anderson expressed disgust that 
no interest had been shown in the Valachi manuscript until the 
Dodd matter came upj he pointed out that he first printed an 

--cript ov^er one y ear a go.:' 

' 'QfS 7 t - 

■ . .. 1 


article about this mam 
enclosure , t 

EFK:WAF:DC f ! ^ 


APB I s ^ 



NOTATE CORDE©^ ’SO 

l<94>NTffiJW 966 OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. DeLoach 
RE: SENATOR THOMAS J. DODD 


OPAL GINN 


Anderson said that Ginn is out of town until 
early next week. He did not say where she is located at 
the present time but^he stated.he plans to talk with her 
before she is contacted by Bureau Agents and caution her 
not to make any comment concerning the-.copying of various 
material if she, in fact, has any such information. 


[ 


was interviewed by. Washington Field (WFO) 
on the afternoon of 4/6/66. He stated that Anderson is a 
close friend of his a nd he permits Anderson to use the 
Xerox machine in h is,| O ffice, whenever Anderson 

desires to do so. | |said he learned from Opal Ginn that 

she had used his Xerox to copy some Valachi papers. Since 
this was a large job, he billed "Parade" magazine for $54 on 
3/LEK65 and received a check in payment from Anderson. 


__ a _j said he learned from his former | | 

| that his Xerox machine had been used tp 
copy certain material relating to Senator Dodd. This work 
was done on 6/13 /65 and he billed Anderson for $51.87 on h 

August 9, 1965. | | claimed he was not present when b 

any of the above-mentioned material was copied and he does 
not know the sources utilized by Anderson to obtain such 
material. 


Efforts to locate [ 

4/6/66 and 4/7/6 jj were j inproductive. 

has been 


in Washington, D. C., on 
Information received bn 


4/7/66 indicates 
New York Office 
aim .'mmediatelj. 


may be in New York and our 
instruct d to locate and interview 


OTHER INVESTIGATION 


We have completed interviews with all employees and 
former employees of Senator Dodd as well as other collateral 
interviews. No pertinent information other than that 
mentioned in my memorandum of April 5, 1966, was developed. 

It Isa noted it was pointed out in my April 5, 1966, memorandum 
that investigation indicated that five former employees of 

■v v 

CotrriWU E\) — Oi/BR. 

- 2 - ~~-• —— 
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Memorandum to Mr. DeLoach 
RE: SENATOR THOMS J. DODD 


|Senator Dodd were involved in making his records available 
[to Anderson. These persons refused to discuss their 
j participation when contacted. 

J -**. 

ACTION BEING TAKEN: 


Efforts to locate Opal Ginn and | 
are continuing. WFO is assembling a voluminous 


report of it S'' investigation concerning the theft of 
Dodd's documents. As soon as it is received, a copy of 
same, as well as copies of reports prepared by other offices 
which have conducted investigation and which will represent 
completion of all Jjavestigation with respect to the theft of 
Dodd's records will be forwarded to Assistant Attorney General 
Vinson by memorandum. This memorandum will request Vinson’s 
advice .as to^/hether prosecution will be undertaken. 

Si- J2 r* j 

RECOMMENDATION: ufiF'.fo. &&£/**%??? * 


It is noted an article appeared in the "Washington 
Post" 3/21/65, to the effect that Anderson reviewed the Valachi 
book <JescrTbed as "1,150 pages long after being typed by ,f: Justice 
Department stenographers." 


In connection with our investigation concerning the 
jj Valachi matter, all our inquiries outside the Department have been 
I completed except talking with Ginn who Anderson states he will 
1, caution not to make any comment to Bureau Agents concerning the 
|copying of material if she, in fact, has such knowledge. If 
y this matter is to be pursued further it will now be necessary 
to go to the Department and interview stenographers, attorneys, 
clerks and anyone else who had access to the original and copies 
of the Valachi manuscript made in the Department. The Valachi 
fmaterial is not a Government document as it was written by ‘ 
j Va2 .ch; while he r .s \n jail and .mi inquiries voui 1 be of an 
r administrative nature. Initially our inquiries were based on 
an allegation that FBI Reports on Valachi had been copied. Our 
I investigation has clearly established the falsity of this 
I allegation. 


- 3 
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Memorandum to Mr. DeLoach 
RE: SENATOR THOMAS J. DODD 


It may be desirable to tell the Attorney General 
that in view of the foregoing we do not plan to make any 
inquiry into the Department's administrative handling of the. 
Valachi manuscript unless the Attorney General so instructs. 











OPTIONAt EORM NO. 10 
MAY 1962 EDITION 
GSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 


5010-106 


TO : 

FROM : 

SUBJECT: 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


T , ' b6 

Toison. ^ 
DeLocK-k l 

Mohr- 

Wick - 


Casper - 



Callahan . 
Conrad — 

Felt- 

Gale —— 


DATE: 


March 31, 1966 
1 - Mr. Rosen 
1 - 


Rosen . 


Sullivan - 
Tavel — 


Trotter - 


UNSUB; (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT 
OF JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, D.C.);, // 

J 0 


1 - Mr. Walters 
1 


Tele. Room . 
Holmes —,— 
Gandy- 


1- 


F 'SUSPECT# 

J OPAL GI NN; 


JACK NPANDERSON 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF 
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


9 ■/ 

/" / 



At approx imately 7:15 p. m., 3-31-66, Night Supervisor I 

_ I New York Office, was advised that ef forts were 

to continue to locate and interview l Ito determine 


whom she called in the Justice Department. SA 


at this moment they do not know the whereabouts of 
matter is being given expeditious attention. 


ladvised that 
but this 




CWC:hw 

( 6 ) 


ADDENDUM: CWC:hw 



L 


Zr ni7 UQlSl 

|\CO 1/ a^—sexssB r mwmnsmxs, 



At approximately 10 p. m., 3-31- 66, SAf 


New York Office , advised that 


investigator js fori 
inebriated. 


had been located 


and she was completely 


5 1966 


men are under instructions to place 
on a flight at 12 Noon, April 1, 1966, for West Palm 


Beach, Florida, where she is to reside in an apartment. 

Nig ht Superv isor ! I furnished these facts to 

SAs I land W alters who concurred that Agents should 

Jat approximately 9 a. m., 4-1-66. New York 


be 

hlC 


interview 


was further instructed to immediately incorpor ate in a teletype 
all developments regarding location of 










OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
MAY 1962 EDITION 
GSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 


5010-106 


TO 

FROM : 

SUBJECT: 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. Rose, 


L. M. Walters/ 



DATE: April 1, 1966 
1 - Mr. Rosen 


Tolson-- 

DeLoach - 

Mohr-- 

Vrfick _ ■ _ 

Casper _]o 6 -- 

Callahan— 

Conrad ——-- 

Felt -- 

Gale - 

Rosen - 

Sullivan -- 

Tavel- 

Trotter .-- 


UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. WASHINGTON. P.C.) 


SUSPECT 
OPABWNN; 



JACK N ZANDER SON 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


Mr. Nathaniel E. Fossack, Criminal Division of 
the Department, visited the Accounting and Fraud Section, 
this morning (4-1-66), at which time he inquired as to 
the original source of the Bureau's information„concerning 
the reported copying of the Joe Valachi manuscript for 
Jack Anderson. Mr. Kossack was informed as set forth in 

our memoranda to the Attorney General of 3-29 -66 and _ 

3-31-66, that the informa tion originated from! 



] (former employee of 


] who has 




acknowledged making a xerox copy of the manuscript of 
the Joe Valachi story. v 


WAF: rrar 

( 6 ) hS v 


The foregoing is for record purposes. 

rec i -/ £, 



3 APR 5 1966 
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FBI WASH DC* 


t ' 
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FBI ST LOUIS 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Ansffi { , hfartment of justice 

COIMMUNICATIOWS SECTION 

MAR 3 X 1966 

^ ' 0 


9-3£ 


TOi 


/ 


IpWM: 


■ TELETYPE 

AM, CST URGENT 3-31-66- MFW 

DIRECTOR AND WASHINGTON FIELD (6 2-9411) 

ST. LOUIS (62-4598) 2P CD 


I __ 

UNsjuB (EMPLOYEE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE* WASHINGTON*, D^lfTT 


| ife-ToiowS—- 

Mr. t)eT^oach- l 

Mr. Mohr.-— 11 

filr. WidL--— b6 

Mr. Ca'ipeT— 7 -b7C 

; Mr. C i.Iahan-)* 

U Mr. Cr irad..-. 

Mr. PTiL 
Mr. G' 

B/Jr: 'k-'fW-p’&f il 
Mr; yr "an—.j— 

Mri Tavel- ; I 

Mr. T'-rttaf-| 

-Tele. D.oortl - j 

Miss Holmes-— ! 
Miss Gandy-1 



±jL 


INOUIRY TGPi 


T 


- e:t al - SUSPECTS 


REWFOTEL* MARCH TWENTYNINE, LAST. 



V • 'V # i 

* ADM] 


MINI STRATIVE . ST~ 

\ 



FILES OF FEDERAL RECORDS CENTER* ST. LOUIS* INDICATED 

EMPLOYEED JANUARY. F IF TEEN* FIFTYONE* TO 


MARCH TWELVE* FIFTYTHREE BY EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF PRESIDENT, 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS* WASH.* D.C. EMPLOYED FROM APRIL 
FIVE* FIFTYFOUR* TO AUGUST TEN* FIFTYSEVEN* BY FOREIGN OPERATIONS 
ADMIN.* WASH.* D.C.* AND FRANKFURT* GERMANY. EMPLOYED FROM MAY 


TWENTY-SEVEN* FORTYTHREE TO JANUARY FOURTEEN* FIFTYONE* FROM 
MARCH TWENTYTHREE* FIFTYTHREE* TO APRIL TWO* FIFTYFOUR* AND 
FROM FEBRUARY FIFTEEN* SIXTYONE* TO JULY TWELVE* SIXTYFIVE* 
BE DEPT. OF JUSTICE* TAX DIVISION* WASH.* D.C.* WHEN SHE 
RESIGNED AS 



PRIVATE LAW FIRM. 


<£C-ia 




H THE EXCEPTION OF FORWARDING ADDRESS* ALL BACKGROUND 

» APR 5 ISw 

NATION AVAILABLE IN OFFICIAL PERSONNEL FOLDER WAS SET 


TWO COPY'S W£'0 















1 

i 

i 

i 


) 

i 

i 



# 

v* 


SL 62-4598 

■ .bo 

PAGE TWO b 

FORTH ON STANDARD FORM EIGHTY SIX# DATED MARCH FOUR# SIXTYONE# 

COPY OF WHICH WAS FURNISHED TO WFO BY' BULET TO WFO# DATED MARCH 
THIRTEEN# SIXTYONE# IN CASE CAPTIONED* I 


FORWARDING ADDRESS WAS SHOWN AS 

| IN JULY# SIXTYFIVE. 

PHOTOGRAPH NOT AVAILABLE IN FILE. RUC. 

/ ... 

END 

\ 

WA...BJH 
FBI WASH DC* 


TU CLR 







FD-36 (Rev. 5-22-64) 


k Y . Tel sen- 

I * -r.^ ?•/ -i '-7 £*,_ 

Ur.'- , _ 


Transmit the following in 


AIRTEL 


Date: 3/31/66 


(Type ir plaintext or code) 


(Priority) 


.1 ■> 


I li V I » k- 

1 ) i/. Vr- 


ri f j —- 


FROM: 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

SAC, WFO (62-9411) (P) 


UNSUB; (Employee of Department 
of Justice. Washington. D. C ,) 


|_ I- Su spect -j 

Opal^rinn 
Jaok N/?Anderson 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; TGP 
(00:WFO) 


iss Oaat'5- 


ReBuairtel, 3/28/66, and WFO phone call to New 
York, 3/31/66. r , 

J ^ i/'Jr 'jl ■ 


i fj 


DAVICTmARTIN . Executive Ass istant to Senato r THOMAS 
J. DODD, adviS^Sp 3731766 as f ollows; I 1 telephoned 

MARTIN from | New York an d said I I advised | IT Tassociat e 

of |_I that \ I said she had telephoned fromP j 

residence to an unknown person in Justice Department whom h , 
she stated she had dated in past and indicated this person b ° c 
was individual who assisted ;Ln removal of JOSEPH VALACHI’s 
manuscript. 

New York field division telenhon icallv c ontacted 
by WFO and furnished J,niflgmal;ion__rega.rding | | New York 

requested to contact |_land I I to determine full facts 

and identify Department of Justice employee. 

3 ■— Bureau / 

2 New York i f. . i ^ 

3 - WFO ✓ V !/ 


LBCrmjw 

( 8 ) 

AIRTEL 


ZR, ft. 


//(Oft 5 7 - /([% 

« APR 5 1966 ^ 


sApproved/ 


\ S P ( 


*ciftr Agent in Charge 


. -W::: -jfe. , 













1230 AN 


URGENT 


• 2-66 


TO DIRECTOR 1-— AND WASHINGTON 
/TO WASHINGTON VIA WASHINGTON 
FROM NEW YORK 


TELETYPE UNIT/ 
APR:- 
W60DFD 


FBI NEW YORK TELETYPE UNIT. i 'Msf^eLo&d^l 

";>■ a Jk V ' Mr. Mohr.._/Q? 

1230 AN/ URGENT #2-66 AXS . APR f; ' Mr. S^ZZ 

TO DIRECTOR —l™ AND WASHINGTON RlffllfiOPFP MESSAGE i! I Mr. Conrad 

/TO WASHINGTON VIA WASHINGTON Yf! 

/ i Mr. Sullivj m^Z 

FROM NEW YORK j Mr. Tavel \L _ 

/ Mr. Trotter_ 

{ A Tele. Room 

Miss Holmes 
Miss Gandy._ 

SUBJECT: UNSUB; (^EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE , WASHINC IQiSL flC) 


- SUSPECT; 

opalPginn; jack n.Anderson administrative inquiry jsf' 


RE NY TELETYPE THREE THIRTY ONE SIXTY SIX 


government Property 


J-A>! '/ 


WAS located at 


RESIDENCE FOUR 


ONE SIXTY SIX. 


DECLINED TO GO TO NIANI, FLORIDA WITH 


EMPLOYEES; 


ADVISED THAT SHE DID NOT CALL ANY JUSTICE DEPARTNENT ENPLOYEE 


WHILE IN NEW YORK AND DENIES,THAT SHE TOLD 


OR ANY OF HIS 


be / 

blC 


ENPLOYEE, THAT SHE HAD CALLED A JUSTICE DEPARTNENT ENPLOYEE ON SUNDAY 


THREE TWENTY SEVEN SIXTY SlX AflD FURTHER DENIED THAT SHE HAD EVER DATED 
AN ENPLOYEE OF THE JUSTICE DEPARTNENT. 

[ INDICATED THAT SHE NIGHT CONTACT SENATOR DODD AND JACK 
AN0ERSON WHEN SHE RETURNED TO WASHINGTON DC. SHE CONNENTED THAT 
WHEN SHE GETSTO WASHINGTON DC SHE MIGHT CONSIDER PRESSING KIDNAPPING 
CHARGES AGATNST I I L / / /) V / ^ 


CHARGES -AGAINST |-1 ^ 

I DEPARTED NEW YORK CITY FOUR ONE SIXTY SIX VIA 

1© APR §j B8S 

PENN RR, DEPARTING NEW YORK AT SIX THIRTY PM ARRIVING TEN FIFTY PM 


WASHINGTON DC. 
END AND ACK/T/p.I 



WA...LRC R RELAYftCWFO) 
FBr 

1W0 COPIES TO WPO 










OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
MAY 1962 EDITION 
GSA GEN. REG. NO. 27 


5010-106 


TO : 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 


u 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum. 



DATE: 4/5/66 


b6 

T b7C - 

DeGoacn . 

Mohr- 

Wick - 

Casper — 
Callahan . 
Conrad — 

Felt - 

Gale - 


UNKNOWN SUBJECT; (EMPLOYEE OF 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
WASHINGTON. D. _ 


1-Mr. Rosen 

I 

1 -Mr. Walters 
1-1 


Rosen - 

Sullivan - 

Tavel- 

Trotter- 

Tele. Room . 

Holmes- 

Gandy - 


1 - SU SPECT" 


bC .... 



OPAI^GINN;- 

jack n .Anderson 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; 

THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 

With respect t o the allegat ion (DeLoach to Tolson 


memo 4/2/66) relayed by[ 


at 


__ the White Ho use 

from Senator Dodd to the effect that the FBI thinks 


| jshould be held in protective custody but cannot assume 

protective custody of her because the Justice Department 
will not allow them to do this and the Director’s notation 
with reference thereto to make certain no one in the FBI 
said this, this is to record that New York Office was 
telephonically instructed on 4/4/66, to obtai n affidavits 
from all Agents who ha ve been i n contact with| 

I ~1 or any of 1 —1 


employees xn 


connection with captioned matter or the related case 
involving theft of records from Senator Dodd’s off ice. 

These instructions wei^e given to Reli ef Supervisor ! 
in absence of SAC Alexander. I I was instructed to cover 

the specific allegation in the affidavits as well as whether 
any statement or comment was ma de by th e Agents from which 




such inference could be drawn. 


A 




was instructed to 


telephone the results 4/4/66, and follow with the affidavits ^ 
by cover airtel. 


/ 

t' 

A 

be 

b7C 


isr 


Later on 4/4/66, | j called and advised that 

there were four Agents, each of whom had furnished an 
affidavit categorically denying that any such comment was 
made or an v comments that might be so construed. The four 
Agents are [ ~ ^ 


and Supervisor [ 


would be forwarded immediately. 
ACTION: 


] stated the affidavits 

■ / v 






>/ None..for information and record purpose®. ® 

>4 m 

LMWigka 
(5) 











f OPTIONAL rO*M NO. 10 
MAV 1963 COITION 
CSA OCN. RCO. NO. 27 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

71 7 




MR. T0LS0N 


DATE: 4/4/66 


SUBJECT: 



cc Mr. 

DeLoach 

Mr. 

Gale 

Mr. 

Rosen 

Mr. 

Wick 


^Tolson - 

»^DeLon/:h ...... 

-ate 

Casper 

Collahati^- 

f r Conrad - 

Felt - 

^ Galc , 
ftfipccn - 

oullivan -- 

> Tovcl - 

Trotter- 

Tele. Room- 

Holmes- 

Gandy - -h-~ 


BRIBERY; CONFLICT OF- INTEREST 


Jack Anderson called me late Saturday, 4/2/66. He stated 
he wanted to tip us off in confidence that Drew Pearson may make 
derogatory comments concerning the FBI in his column within the near 
future. 1 


I asked Anderson the basis for such potential comments. He " 

stated he personally had offered to bring in all witnesses in the 
theft of files from Senator Dodd 's office and have them interviewed at A*, 
one time in his presence. The FBI, however, had ignored this offer ^ 

and had interviewed these witnesses on an individual basis. I told & 

(ham this was perfectly logical as an investigative step and that it ^ 

would be ridiculous to interrogate all witnesses in his presence. £f 

■ Anderson said this was not the only thing. I asked him what u; 

' else he had. He stated there had been delay on the part of the FBI til 

. in investigating the derelictions of Senator Dodd. I told him this |3 

'iwas ridiculous. I mentioned that, as he and Pearson well knew, the g 

I FBI has no authority to investigate such matters unless the Department 
of Justice determines there is a possible violation within FBI juris¬ 
diction. I told him in all instances of this nature we must neces- 
Isarily wait upon the Department to make up its mind. Anderson stated 
he would try to explain this to Pearson; however, Pearson might not 
iiisten to him. ' \6&~//0/S?~ _ 

I told Anderson I thought N)@Te ixT*carrying 
on a conversation if he expectec!9ie fltpR "j^ve this ' 

Anderson stated he had arua- ther r>p | ]inlain t. He mentioned that 
one day last week there were nine agents operating'^out of Senator 
Dodd's office and apparently at Senator Dodd's directions. He 
stated this was in connection with interviewing Dodd's personnel 
regarding the theft of documents from Dodd's office. I told him . 
here again he should get correct facts before he called me. I stated 
the agents were operating out of the Senate Juvenile Delinquency 
Subcommittee offices, which had been loaned to them for the purpose 
of interviewing personnel.. I mentioned that the agents at no time 
aad operated under Dodd's directions; that Dodd had nothing to do 
with the interrogation. Andersen stated this might be true; however, 
it was his understanding that the agents were questioning people in 


s private office. 

. . < Ql 03 \ 


:D3 : CSH (§) 


told him this^vas not ti^e, 
CONTINUED - OVER 


jr fe T 

mm irafflt 












\b6 

b7C 


I,Ir. Tolson 


Anderson said he. also wanted to mention that, in connection 
with the investigatio n involving p ossible impersonation of an FBI 
agent by Form er Agent I | (the investigator hired by Dodd) 

Special Agent | of our Washingto n Field Office had been 

very abusive in'asking questions regarding | 1 I as ked An derson 

for specifics./ He stated' it was his underst anding that I lasked 


red An < 

n I _ l £ 

Jhas never 


such< questions; as "You know, of course, that 

impers onated an agent,’? and "Isn’t it ridiculous to assume that 
impersonated an FBI Agent?" 


Anderson stated he had been told that FBI Agents, in conduct: 

this investigation, have been very defensive with respect toj_ 

activities. I. told him we would look into the matter involving 
Sppcial Agent l and nail down the allegation. However. 

very seriously that agents had attempted to excuse c 
xn any manner whatsoever. I s eated. | to the contrary. 


ng 


I doubted 
activities 


who allegedly had claimed that I 
had emphatically denied that| 
curr ently w ith the FBI. As a matter of fact, both witnesses stated 


the witnesses 
had impersonated an FBI Agent, 
Had stated or claimed he was 


that 


had made it clear to them that he was a private investigator. 


Anderson stated 1 
'/spotty inasmuch as | 

;his might 
has a rec< 

be true; however, the record looks 
ird of wire tannins - and has been 

' previously employed by | 

andl 

1 

Anderson 

hated 

■imentioned that everyone knows that 

and 



!; there was a close 
V. at all. 
i' for all 


I a sked hi m what this had to do with the FBI. He stated both 
and | |had formerly teen with the FBI and, therefore, be 

partnership. I told Anderson this did not follow b?c 
stated when a person leaves the FBI he leaves once and 




Anderson stated the general public does not realize this. 

I told him if he were a good newspaperman he certainly should realize 

. this. . ’ 

V _ 

Anderson told me that in his opinion Dodd has violated three 
jjFederal laws at least. He stated he and Pearson have evidence and 
'witnesses. He said this was not a case of disgruntled employees, 

: iinasmuch as even after some employees left Dodd’s service, Dodd 
I attempted to get them back. He mentioned that on one occasion Dodd 
even went to a restaurant one night to beg an employee to come back. 

-2- . V 

CONTINUED - OVER 











Mr. Tolson 


if. Anderson stated he knew something else which the FBI might 

, Ijwant to look into. He mentioned that in the Summer of 1964 one of 
fjjDodd’s employees overheard Dodd talking to the head of the New York 
ij-Office of the FBI. Dodd asked if this FBI representative would have 
'! Shim picked up at the airport by an FBI car and delivered to the 
|Sssex House in New York City. At that time Dodd supposedly had an 
jj appointment with General Klein. 

Anderson stated he, of course, could understand the FBI's 
motives in doing this, inasmuch as Dodd was a powerful man on the 
Hill. He stated he would not blame the FBI for being of service to 
Dodd. He added, however, that he hoped the FBI would not shirk in 
its investigation of Dodd, just because Dodd was a powerful individual, 

I asked Anderson if he had ever heard of the FBI shirking 
jfff its investigations in any case. He replied in the negative. I told 
|i him I would check on the matter of picking Dodd up and delivering 


Anderson stated he v^5uljj.d like the privilege of calling and 
talking to me occasionally ab^ut the captioned.case. I told him 
under the circumstances at this stage of the game it would be far 
better for him to call the Justice Department, inasmuch as that 
Department was the one making the decisions as to investigative 
activity. I stated I had no objections to his calling me if he had 
any complaints regarding the FBI; however, such calls would be a waste 
of time unless he had the correct facts. 


ACTION: 


(."< The General Investig 
the Washington Field Office to h 
regarding the above-mentioned al 
interviewing witnesses concer nin 
involving former Agent| | 


ative Divisi on will issue instructions to 
ave SA | ~| prepare a signed affidavit 
Legations that he was abusive in 
z the possible impersonation case . 

. . „ ...... rdD* 1 '* 




nf* 




(2) The Crime Records Dii 
Director Malone in New York whetii 
of 1964, or at any other time, t: 
transported to the Essex House i:: 

-r 


fi**e*> rd0 

- i^ 


vision will determine from Assistant 
her he made a car available in the Summer 
o Senator Dodd, so that Dodd could be 
a New York. is 










4/2/66 

-GENERAL INVESTIGATIVE DIVISION 


This is the case in which | 
claims she made a copy of the Joe Valachi 
manuscrip t for Opal Ginn (Jack Anderson’s 
secretary). ! I said she believed 

this manuscript was made available to 
Ginn by an empl oyee of the Department of 

Justice, namely_ 

was interviewe d and den ied all knowledge 
of this matter. | | reportedly now 

claims the manuscript was delivered to 
Anderson’s office by a Department 
employee whom she; formerly dated. Our 
New York Office ha s been at tempting to 
locate and interview ! l to pin her down 

on this latest information in a n effort to 
identify the Justice employee. | [was 

to fly from New York to Florida 4/1/66. 
accomp anied by two employees of 

[(private investigator retained by 
Senator, Dodd).____— —, /f 
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UNITED STATES GCH 

Memorandum 

p^ 




yty'U-r jF* 


Mr # DeLoachT 


A. Rosen, 


DATE: 


April 4, 1966 
1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1- Mr. Rosen 

-[ 


Mi 


[J 


UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF 
DEPARTMENT OF ^JUSTICE. WASHINGTON. D.C .) 

I- SUSPECT 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


-Mr. Walters 


Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 

Mr. 


Wick 
Gale 
Mohr 
Callahd 


; OPAL GINN 

JACK N. ANDERSON 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


In r esponse to the Dir ectors inquiry as to whether 

~| before she left. New York, 
that she was interviewed by our New York 



we interviewed 
this is to advise 
Office on 4/1/66 prior to he;* departure from that city. 
It is noted my memorandum of April 1, 1966, stated that 
efforts would be made to do this. 


The purpose of our contacting 


was to pin 


private investigators 1 ! 

and 1 

(employed by Senator Dodd) that she. 

| | had called 


Depa rtment of Justice employee, whom she refused to identify 
from r |New York residence on the evening of 3/27/66. 

]also reportedly stated she had dated this employee and 


that this was the person who had delivered the Valachi 
manuscript to Jack Anderson. This information was furnished 
on 3/31/66 by I I who also said two of his men 

were flying \ |to Florida on 4/1/66 and in view of her 

fear of heights, she would bo intoxicated when she left; 

New York. DFl'VflO . 4 / / n & ^ _ fy 



b6 

b7C 


REC-42 .^-KOkS, 

| flatly refused to fly so she did not go^ to 
the airpo rt on 4/1 /66. She wasj^feopafled bv oyr New York 


Office at 


residence that dayl 1 


ST- 


stated she did 


not call any Justice Department employee while she was in 
New Yo rk and she denied she ha d made s uch a statement to 

further denied that 


1 or any of his employees;. 


sue ha d ever dated an employee of the Department:of Justice. 

|left New York City for Washington, D. C., by 
at 6:30 p.m., 4/1/66. 



WAF:^- 
(10 


CONTINUED - OVER 













be 
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Memo randum to Mr, DeLoach 
RE: _ 


|was contacted by our Agents in Washington, 
D. C., this afternoon (4/4/65) at which time she furnished 
a signed statement concerning her participation in the copying 
of records stolen from the office of Senator Dodd. In 
addition, she identified an indi vidual assist ing in copying 
of the Valachi manuscript as one | who may be an 

( employee of the Xerox Corporation. We are making further 
inquiries to identify, locate and interview him. 


With respect to the Director's instructions that 
we should make certain no one in the FBI said the FBI thinks 
should be held in protective custody, but we 


could not assume custody of her because the Justice Department 
would not allow us to do this, this is to advise the Special 
Agents of our New York and Wash ington Field Offices who have 


~|have categorically 


conducted interviews concerning 
denied that they made such statements or that they made any 
COmnients that could be so construed. 


ACTION: 


Our New York and Washington Field Offices are for¬ 
warding to the Bureau affidavits prepared by the Agents 
indicated above. 



A / 


2 
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FROM : 

SUBJECT: 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. DeLoach 


A. Rosen^ „ 


date April 1, 1966 

1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Rosen 
1 - 



1 - Mr. Walter&r 
UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF 1 -| 

DEPARTMENT OR -TTTRT TPK WASTT TKr.TOTJ n P.) 


- SUSPECTr? 


\ OPAL GINN 
JACK N . 1 -ANDERSO N ‘ 

Administrative inquiry; theft of government property 


SAC Alexander, Net? York, called at 2:50 p.m. 
this afternoon and furnished the following information 
concerning efforts to locate and interview 


4W 
V 1 

f 


to ascertain the identity of the Justice Department 
employee she now is reported to have stated made the 
Valachi manuscript available to Jack Anderson. 


was to fly from New York to Florida 


today aboard an Eastern Airlines flight departing from 
New Yor k at 12 :00 o'clock noon. Alexander advised that \ 
neither| Inor the two employees of private investigator 



who were to accompany her on this flight, 
show ed up at the airport. New Yor k Agents got in touch 


with 


rk 

_] (who has an inordinate 

fear'of heights) flatly refused to fly to Florida. She 


who stated that 


be 

bic 


indicated she was wil ling to go by trai n, but the rail¬ 


roads are on strike. 


said 


had been staying 


at the Seabreeze Inn bn bong Island, a nd she asked the 
investigators to drive her 1;o I | house today, which 

they did. She re mained a t | house on ly brie fly 

is at 
will 


and departed, and _ 
the present time. However, he expects 
get in touch with him later today. 


]does not know where 

' Yat 


and interview [ 


Our Agents in New Y< 



'S' 


Zx- HO /i 

attempting to locate 


A detailed teletype will be 


forwarded to the Bureau tonight concerning today's 
developments in this matter. 


The foregoing is for information 


purposes. 
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Date: 3/25/66 
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Transmit the following in 


(Type in plaintext or codel ^ 

AIRTEL 



(P riority) 


TO : DIRECTOR, FBI 

FROM: SAC, WFO (62-New) 

UNSUB; Employee Department 
of Justice/ Was hington. D. C. 


Administrative Inquiry; 
TGP 

(00: WFO K / 





t i- 


tis date, 


_, SA pelepfronically \talked to | 

I Investigator for Senator THOMAS J. DODD on this 

date, pursuant to an earlier tele phone con tact he made _ 

to the Bureau. This call made to | |home, f 

at approximately 4:00 p.m 


_, |_| adviseq 

_ whom he had earlier interviewed regarding possible 

theft of records from the Senator's office, telephonieally 
contacted him at the Fairfax Hotel on the evening of March 
23, and indicated fear for her life a nd wanted to leave 
tfVe city. Whereupon, on that evening l 1 

jp.nd himself drove to New York. | | spent 

tne ^pxgnt at the Manhasset Motor Lodge, Manhasset, Eong 
Isl and and since 3:00 p.m. cn March 24, has been staying in 

the[ = >ome - REC- 2 ) ■ / 

r» « fi* "l n P .... w**** 


3 - Bureau 
2 - New York 
1 - WFO 

LSH:lmr 

( 6 ) 

AIRTEL ifiCl 


MW 18 


. fiai 

***** 

3 APR 5 1966 


Approved: 


Special Agent in Charge 
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WFO 62-New 


said in the discussion of the DODD records, 
she mentioned in early June, 1965 she had reproduced a 
report from the Department of Justice on VALACHI. She 
said this repo rt consisted of 12 67 pages, was reproduced in 

LiVashington, D, C., and was 
j said hft aWked her if it was 
file to| office. 


the offices-©#_ 

returned on the same day, 


FBI file and who brought the file to 


She said it was a "Department of Justice” file and although she 
did not know exactly who brought the file, she has suspicions. 


I 


3 stated during: the course of conversations 
She commented if JACK ANDERSON or DREW 
PEARSON hurt her mother or sister, and indicated that it 
might be physically, she had enough informati on that could 
put them in jail for the rest of their life. | | also 

stated she had indicated she might "slip away" in view of 
the fears she was experiencing. 

Arrangements have been made for WFO Agents to 
meet with Ne w York Offic e Agents on morning of March 26 
to interview 
aspects. 


]in New York Office regarding all 














(Rev. 5-22-64) 




* 

f 

F' B 1 

i 

* 


Date: 

| 

3/29/6 

Transmit the following in _ 




AIRT2L 


(Type in plaintext 

or code) 


(Priority) 


■»] 



_ I- SU SPECT 

OPAl^Gl^ 
jack n/Anderson 

Administrative Inquiry 
THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 
(Ob:WFO) 

ReRuairtel, 3/28/66. 


|_[Former |_|to Assistant 

Attorney General, Tax Division, Department of Justice, 
interviewed 3/29/66, executed signed sworn statement to 
effect she never typed, saw nor made available to JACK N. 
ANDERSON or any membe r of his staff a copy of JOSEPH VALACHI 
manuscript. I ~l said she had no knowledge of anyone 

else having furnished ANDERSON or any of his representatives 
with copy. 


_ is social acquaintance of OPAL GINN, 

Secretary to ANDERSON. States to best of knowledge has 
visited ANDERSON's office on one or two Occasions. One 


3 - Bureau (Enc. J) ^ 


LBC: bj w 


< MCT-43 


- 






Approved 


RRQKT LET 


pecial Agent in Charge 


-* **Am ^ _ . yaK : 
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WFO 62-S411 


occ asion som e years ago, other possibly one year ago. GINN 

and |_| have tacit agreement not to discuss business 

matters at any time. 

Enclosed here with is one copy of an FD-302 

reflecting interview of _ by New fork agents. Copy 

of this will be included in WO report. 


2 








3/28/66 


P-D-302 (Rev. 4-15-64) 


t 


EDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA 




Date 


|_| furnished the following information 

regarding a report on the JOSEPH VALACHI story, which she 
helped to make a Xerox copy of. 


This report was copied on a Xerox 813 machine in 
the office of I " 


W[_ 


where she was employed at tne time 


She could not pinpoint the date of the 
occurrence but recalled it happened in the period between 
June 1964 and June 1965. It probably occurred in approximately 
October 1964, or February - March, 1965, which time she 
established by the fact that a friend, who assisted her 
in the copying, wore a topcoat. The Senate public hearings 
on JOSEPH VALACHI were long past at the time of the 
occurrence. 


the report to 
copying it. 


OPAL GINN. JACK AN DEBSON's secretary, brought 


Joffice and began the task of 
When first observed by 



GINN 

out. 



began to 
PM. and_ the 


4 

job lasted until approximately 10 P.M. It was_ 

habit to give GINN such assistance on a big chore of this 
type. This definitely occurred on a regular work day, 
rather than a weeken d, but she could not pinpoint the day 
of the week. | | was assisted for a period of time by 

a gentleman friend and she recalled that he had copied 
300 pages in a period of one hour. She had called him on 
the phone and he came to the office and. assisted her. H e 

was not present at the completion of the chore. _ 

refused to identify this friend but said she would 
contact him in an effort to establish the date. 


3/26/66 201 E. 69th Street 

On - a t N e w - York, N* Y. 10021 


-File # 


by -f 


SASl_ 

£ 

document contains neither recommendal 

:ions nor conclus ons of the FBI. 


-Date dictated 


3/28/66 


bo 

b7C 


your agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 


ENCLC.9OTI"' //*^7 


:j 2w 
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I _|described the report in question as consisting 

of approximately 1200 pages, probably less, but not less 
than 1100 pages. The pages were numbered by typewriter and 
contained in two maroon or reddish-marble plastic covers 
of a commercial type, which she had seen before in business 
offices and stationery stores.. These covers were on the front 
and back of each group of pages. The pages in each file 
were held together by fasteners of the Acco type and said 
fasteners came through the top cover and were exposed 
outside the cover. One or both of the files had a common 
type gummed label on the top cover but she could not recall 
what was written thereon. 

The report, which was copied, was a typewritten 
report but not the original, however, it was a goo d copy 
and was possibly the third or fourth carbon copy. I I 

expressed her belief that it came from an electric typewriter 
because the impressions of the typing were uniformly even. 

She is familiar with an IBM Executive Typewriter and its spac¬ 
ing and did not believe that the report was typed on such 
a machine. 

The paper consisted of whjta legal size, 8-1/2 x 13" 
and was "white tissue, quite thin". | examined a 

piece of commonly used onionskin type paper and advised the 
paper in question seemed softer but this could be the result 
of handling. The report was double or triple spaced but she 
believed it was double spaced. 

She became aware that she was copying the JOSEPH 
VALACHI story as a result of scanning the material while 
copying it. The report was in narrative form and written 
in the first person singular. The grade of English was very 
poor and the language was such that it was difficult to 
understand. She reread certain pages in order to understand 
them. The language was such that she felt it was an original 
draft. She could net recall for sure if the spelling and 
punctuation were in conformity with good usage. 










When the chore was completed at approximately 10 PM, 
she and OPAL GINN went to dinner at Trader Vic's Restaurant. 
She could not recall taking either copy of the report 
with them to dinner and expressed her belief that GINN 
probably put the material in her office on the fifth floor 
before they left the building for dinner. The copy which 
they had prepared was contained in a shopping bag. She said 
that OPAL GINN did not discuss this matter with her other 
than to say that the report had to be returned by the 


next morning. GINN either toldj 
from the Justice Department or 


I that the report came 
Tread this in the report. 


advised that she did not know for a fact the 


identity of the person or persons who made the report 
available to GINN, however, she surmised that it was made 
available by a female employee of the U.S. Department of 
Justice, whom she would not name. She said that JACK ANDERSON 
wrote an article, not a. column, in a weekend edition of 
PARADE MAGAZINE, which appeared in the WASHINGTON POST 
in approximately December, 19S5, concerning a group of 
people and their humanitarian efforts in connection with 
volunteer work at the Children’s Hospital. The woman identified 
in this article by name a nd empl oyed at the Department of 
Justice is the individual| |believes furnished the report. 


|_|advi,sed further that she recalls reading a 

column by JACK ANDERSON, written at some time between October 
1965 and the present, in which he indicated that he had 
received a copy of the JOSEPH VALACHI story from the Depart¬ 
ment of Justice. 
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Director, FBI 
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1 - Mr. DeLoach 

1 - Mr, Rosen j 

1 - 1 ;i 

C.) 1 - Mr. Walter^- — 

1 - I l - 

1 - Mr. Gale 
1 - Mr. Wick 


j \ ©PAS^INN 

JACK ANDERSON 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


Reference is made to my memoranda of March 29 
and 31, 1966 , in the captioned matter. 


'll 

tjjj 


Enc losed is one cony ea ch of the reports of 
Special Agent I ~ ~1 dated Anrli ll. 1066. at 

Washington, D. c., and Special Agent|_ 

dated April 12, 1966 , at Washington, D. C., which set out 
the results of investigation conducted in connection with 
this case. It has now been established that the document 
which was duplicated was a copy of the manuscript of the 
Joe Valachi story and not an FBI report as originally 
Indicated. 


1 , 



This completes all investigation with the 
exception of interviews with employees of the Department 
of Justice who had access to the Valachi manuscript. If 
this matter is to be pursued further it will be necessary 
to interview Department employees such as attorneys, 
stenographers, clerks and anyone else who had access to 
the original and copies of tie Valachi manuscript made in 
the Department. 



Tolson _ 
DeLoach 

Mohr- 

Wick - 


Casper — 
Callahan . 
Conrad 

Felt- 

Gale- 

Rosen — 
Sullivan _ 
Tavel - 


Trotter- 

Tele. Room . 

Holmes- 

. Gandy ... — ■ 


In view of the foregoing, we do not plan to make 
any inquiries into the Department's administrative handling 
of the Valachi manuscript unless you so^Lnstruct. 

Enclosures (2) f£G 45 

1 - The Deputy Attorney General PERSONAL - Enclosures (2) J * 


1 - Mr. Fred M. Vinson, Jr. (/ 

Assistant Attorney General PERSONAL - Enelosurejs^Xg L 
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DATE: April 12, 1966 

1 - Mr. DeLoach 
1 - Mr. Rosen 
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SUBJECT UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF 


1 - Mr. Walters 
1 




DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. WASHINGTON. D, C.) 1 - Mr. Gale 

1 - Mr. Wick 




USPECT 
OPAL GINN 


JACK N. ANDERSON 
ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY; THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


Tolson _ 
DeLoach 

Mohr- 

Wick _ 


Casper 
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Our inquiries concerning the reported copying of 
a Joe Valachi report by columnist Jack Anderson have 
established that the material duplicated was a manuscript 
| of the Valachi story and not an FBI report as originally 
1 indicated. This is not a Government document (it was 
•written by Valachi while he was in jail). Further inves¬ 
tigation would be of an administrative nature and would 
require our delving exhaustively into the administrative 
handling of this manuscript in the Department. In line 
with the Director’s approval, there is attached a memorandum 
to the Attorney General transmitting a copy of Washington 
JField Office (WFO) reports setting out resultsoof inves- . 
Itigation conducted and stating that no further inquiries will 
“be made unless the Attorney General so instructs. 


This is the cas e in which Senator Thomas J. Dodd 


±hat[ 


f 


(former 


had informe d a private investigator 


reported on 3/24/66. 

Of __, 

employed by Dodd that she, [ 
voluminous report on 

had been brought to [_| office by an unnamed 

employee of the Department of Justice. Senat or Dodd said 


had made a copy of a 
Joe Valach i for Jack Anderson which 


he did not know if this was an FBI report but[ 

REM (o 3 - 


implied that it was. 

— \fy qs *. 

When interviewed by our Agents,! Is 
that in early 1965, at the request of Opal GPnAp/f 



V A** WWA AW vr w y V* V W M 

Anderson’s secretary) shey[ 


made a Xerox copy 


the manuscrip t of Joe Valachi's story (approximately_ 
1200~pages)T" T k s certain this was a copy of the* 

Valachi manuscript and not an FBI report as she read 
portions of it. Homer suspected this manuscript had 

Enclosure 4L 


62-110857 CONTINUED - 
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Memorandum to Mr, DeLoach 

RE: UNKNOWN SUBJECT (EMPLOYEE OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
WASHINGTON, D.C.) 

I been made available to Ande rson by an empl oye e of th e 
jDepartment of Justice named | | but l l had 

no evidence to bolster this suspicion. 

We interviewed |_| who former ly was _ 

employed in the Tax Division of the Department as \ " 

to then Assistant Attorney General Louis F. Oberdorfer. 

1 said she is a social acquaintance of Opal Ginn 
but denied that she typed, saw or made available to 
Jack Anderson or any member of his staff a copy of the 
Valachi manuscript. Forme r Assistant Attorney Gener al 
Oberdorfer(who now employs ' J in 

his private law office) volunteered that the Valachi 
manuscript was not handled in the Tax Division. 

On RAl/66 . Senator Dodd’s private investigator 
reported that |had said on 3/28/66, that she formerly 

had dated a Justice Department employee(whom she refused to 
identify) and this individual had assisted in removing the 
Valachi manus cript f rom Justice Department files. We 
reinterviewed f | on 4/1/66, to pin her down on this at 
which time she denied having made any such statement and 
denied she ever dated a Justice Department employee. 

Anderson was interviewed on 4/7/66. He declined 
to identify his source of the Valachi manuscript. He 
indicated his source-is not a "kid" but "highly placed" and 
jif we were to conduct investigation which resulted in the' 

* identification of his source of this manuscript it would 
j cause nothing but embarrassment to the Department of 
a Justice. Anderson expressed disgust that no interest had 
been shown in the Valachi manuscript until the Dodd matter 
came up and pointed out that he, Anderson, first printed an 
article about this manuscript over one year ago. (it is 
noted an article appeared in the "Washington Post" on 3/21/65, 

I to the effect that Anderson had reviewed the Valachi book 
described as over 1150 pages long after being typed by 
Justice Department stenographers.) 

Anderson's secretary. Opal Ginn, when interviewed 
4/11/66, declined to discuss the duplication of the Valachi 
material. 


_ Other Investiga ti on conducted , such as i nterviews 

with | p.nd I ~l (a friend of I I 

who was present when tne Valachi manuscript was copied) has 
not identified the Justice Department employee who made same 
available to Anderson. ^ ^ 

CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Ulr. DeLoach 
RE: UNKNOWN SUBJECT(EMPLOYEE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
WASHINGTON, D.C.) 


RECOMMENDATION: 


All investigation outside the Department of Justice 
has been completed and it has been established that the ma¬ 
terial duplicated was not an FBI repo rt, but a manuscript of 
the Valachi story. This is not a Government document. 

Further s investigation would be of an administrative nature 
and would require our delving exhaustively into the adminis¬ 
trative handling of the manuscript in the Department. This 
would necessarily include interviews with attorneys, sten¬ 
ographers, and clerks and anyone else who had access to the 
original and copies of the Valachi manuscript made in the 
Department. In line with the Director's approval, there is 
attached a memorandum to the Attorney General, transmitting 
a copy of WFO reports setting out results of investigation 
conducted and stating that no further inquiries will be made 
unless the Attorney General so instructs. 

This memorandum to the Attorney General (with copies 
for the Deputy Attorney Genesral and Assistant Attorney General 
Vinson) are being marked Personal in view of the indicated 
involvement of a Justice Department employee in the removal 
of the Valachi manuscript from the Department's files. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Copy toi 


Report of: 

Dote: 

Field Office File Is 


Offices Washington, D. C. 


4/11/66 

62-9411 


Bureau File #i 


Character: 


UNKNOWN SUBJECT; ( Emnlnvee nf npriar»•hm ati t. of .Ti 
Washington. D. C. ) l 

^ SUSPECT 

| OPAL GINN, JACK N. ANDERSON 

ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY 
THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


Synopsis: 


] former | | to | | 

advised in Tate 1964 or earl y 1965. O PAL GINN, JACK N. 
ANDERSON' S secre tary, came to I I office to use Xerox 

machine. I I det ermined GlNN was copy ing JOSEPH VALACHI - 

manuscript! I I assisted GINN and had | | of 

Xerox Company assist in speeding up operatio n as ma terial was 
voluminous and had to b e returned next day. | | supposed 

| former Department of Just ice emplo yee, 
might have furnished VALACHI s tory to AN DERSON. [*~ j 

denies any knowledge of story . I I says his Xerox 

machine was used in March, 1965, to copy VALACHI story. 
ANDERSON declined to identify source who furnished him 
manuscript. ANDERSON said source is not a "kid" but highly 
placed and if identified, which he does not intend to do, 
it would cause Department of Justice nothing but embarrassment 
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WFO 58-995 

DETAILS: AT WASHINGTON, D. C. 

This investigation was predicated on information 
furnished to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) on 
March 2'4, 1966, by Senator THOMAS J. DODD. 

__ DODD advised he had hired former Special Agent (SA) 

I ~1 (a private investigator from New York) to 

inquire into various phases of the d isappea rance of records 

from his office. According to DODD,| I interviewed _ 

I (a fo rmer employee oT~ 

and was told by||that at one time she had made a photo- 
stat or Xerox copy of a 1,287 page report on JOE VALACHI 

for JACK N. ANDERSON (co-author of Washington Mer ry-go- _ 

round). This report allegedly had been brought to I I 

office by an unnamed employee of the De partment of Justice 
who was highly nervous and urged | | to expedite her work 

as the report had to be returned to the Department's files 
before the day was over. 
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S' 
* * 



telephartlcally advised SA 

froin~Kis hdfiieTl 

| ’that 

he was employe 

i"as Investieator for Senator THOMAS J 1 . DODD 


and had interviewed one 



concerning the possible theft of 
ds from Senator DODD's office. He stated that on 


nesday eveni ng past. Mar ch 23, 1966, he received a 


from 


phone call 
had been staying"! 
the hotel and was 


tele- 

he 


located at 

During the course^ of the conversation, 
a fear for hpr life ^ nd wanted to get out 

to L 


at: the Fairfax Hotel where 
said he had already checked out of 

a restaur ant where he was eating. 

indicated 


of 


According 


to New York; whereupon, 
drove to New Yor 


town. 

as ked him if she coul d a ccompany hi m 

and 


evening of March 23, 


k by automobile, leaving during the 
1966, and arriving at Manhasspt.. Long 




Island, at 3: 00 a.nk.. , on March 24. 1966. 


stated 


1 


checked in at Room 102 of 


the Manhasset Motor Lod ge located on Northern Boulevard in 


that 


and 


city, 

same hotel occupying either 
he drove on to his home in 


a Staff Assistant, st ayed in the 


Room 101 or 103. 


said 


stated on the morning of March 24, 1966, he 


telephonically contacted Senator DODD's office and told 
DAVID M ARTIN, a Staff Assistant to the Senator, that! 
| w as in New Yo rk . At 3:0 0 p.m. on that date. 


brought 


to 


staying at the time o f the call. 
the conversation that 


I 


hom e. wher e she was currently 
advised during 


expressed fear for the 


On 3/25/66 flt Washington, D. C. _ File # WFO 62-9411 


by 


SA 


kcii 
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2 

safety of her mother and a sister and had indicated that she 
might "slip away" where she could not be reached, in view 
of the fears she was experiencing. She also said that if 
Jack Anderson or Drew Pearson hurt her mother or sister 
that she had enough information that could put them in jail 
for the rest of their lives. He said she did not mention 
what information she had as she was "close mouth ed and a 
heavy thinker," He said he thought | | was 

referring to physical harm when mentioning her mother and 
sister. 


He stated he did not know what plans 


had regarding her future stay in his home and stated that 
she had several friends in New Y ork Ci’fcy. He me ntioned on 
the evening of March 24, 1966, a I I wh o is 

employed in the movie industry, | | and his 

wife all went to dinner at Manero's Restaurant, Rosslyn, 
Long Island, 


advised dur ing the tele phone conversation 

concerning Senator 


he discussion with[ 


that in t _ 

DODD's records, she mentioned that in early J une. 1965. p he 
had reprod uced in the office of her employer, 


a report from the Department of Justice on VALACHI, 
She said this report consisted of 1,287 pages and was 
returned to the Dep artment of Justice on the same day 

that it was taken, _ said he asked her if it was a 

Federal Bureau of Investig ation (FBI) file and also inquired 


as to who took the file to 


office. She said it 


was a "Department of Justice" file and although she did 
not know exactly who brought the file, she has suspicions. 

She stated at t he time the file was being 


reproduced in 


office, OPAL GINN was present. 
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Date _ 3/28/66 


]advised that sometime, which she 


felt was the latter part of 1964 or possibly early 1965, 
OPAL GINN, Secretary to JACK N. AN DERSON, desired to use 
the Xerox machine in the office of | 
who was|_| employer at that time. 


stated she observed that Miss GINN h ad 


a larg e volume of legal size white manifold paper. 


stated she then started to help Miss GINN in the 
Xeroxing of this paper. She stated that she observed it was 
typewritten and after reading some of the material on the 
paper, she noted that it was in very poor English and 
written in a narrative style. After reading further, she 
determined that it was written by JOSEPH VALACHI. 


She noted that inasmuch as there was such a large 
volume of papers, she attempted to estimate the time it 
would take to run this material off and recalls that as a 
result of her estimation, there were approximately 1,200 or 
less pages total for Xeroxing. 

stated ' 'she recalled Miss GINN 

telling her that the papers had to be returned the next 
morning but that she did not state who would pick them up or 
who had furnished them to her. 

I stated she recalled after they completed 
the Xeroxing that the original set was placed back into two 
red plastic-type binders, both of which had backs to them. 

She stated further she thought this material was kept 
together by Acco-type fasteners. After being exhibited a 
black plastic-type folder currently used by the Bureau for 


by 



and 

SAs 1 

PMKtcll 
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Date dictated 
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contai ning items such as accounting reports, et cetera, 
stated that it was very similar, only red in color 


be 

b7C 


and longer, in order to cover the legal size paper used in 
the manuscript. 


In further connection with this matter, | 
stated that there was no one present at the time this 
material was Xeroxed other than herself and Miss GINN. 
However, she did recall that a male individual did arrive 
there while they were in the process of Xeroxing and did 
assist them in running off some of the pages. She refused 
at this time to divulge this individual's name. In answer 
to question put to her if she knew the identity of the 
individual from the Justice Department who furnished this 
manuscript to ANDERSON, she stated that she would not at 
that time divulge that person's name but in the ensuing 
conversation indicated that this individual was a female 
and to the best of her knowledge was still employed by the 
Department of Justice. 


In an effort to establish the approximat e date 
when the Xeroxing of the manuscript was conducted, 


stated she would attempt to contact the individual whom she 
referred to above as assisting in the Xeroxing and see if 
that individual could give the day, month and year. 


bo 


b7C 

that she was definitely sure 
the typewritten pages copied was the story by JOSEPH 
VALACHI in a narrative form and felt that it was probably 
the first typing from VALACHI's longhand notes due to the 
very poor and rough English used. 



She further stated that she saw nothing indicating 
the matter being Xeroxed to be a Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 
gation report or anything referring to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation in a reporting style. She indicated that the 
parts of the manuscript which she read were definitely in the 
first person and there was no doubt in her mind that it was 
by JOSEPH VALACHI. 


* 


6 
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|_| did state that the individual whom she 

thinks furnished the manuscript to ANDERSON was.the subject 
of an article in the "Parade" magazine, a Sunday supplement, 
written by JACK ANDERSON concerning three Government 
employees whom she referred 1:o as "do-gooders." 

In this connection,, she stated that this individual 
on one day of the week did volunteer work at on e of the 
local hospitals in Washington, D. C. I I stated she 

felt this article was published sometime in December, 1965. 
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| H furaished the following information 
regarding a report on the JOSEPH VALACHI story, which she 
helped to make a Xerox copy of. 


This re 


machine xn 


_ i _ _ | where she was employed at tne time 

bv I I She could not pinpoint the date of the 

occurrence but recalled it happened in the period between 
June 1964 and June 1965. It probably occurred in approximately 
October 1964, or February - March, 1965, which time she 
established by the fact that a friend, who assisted her 
in the copying, wore a topcoat. The Senate public hearings 
on JOSEPH VALACHI were long past at the time of the 
occurrence. 

OPAL GINN. JACK AM DERSON’s secretary, brought 
the report to | | office and began the task of 

copying it. when first observed by I1_G-T.M—. 

had the report separated and spread out. |_began to 

help GINN late in the work day, between 4 and 5 PM. and the 
job lasted until approximately 10 P.M. It was | I 

habit to give GINN such assistance on a big chore ot this 
type. This definitely occurred on a regular work day, 
rather than a weeken d T but she could not pinpoint the day 
of the week. I I was assisted for a period of time by 

a gentleman friend and she recalled that he had copied 
300 pages in a period of one hour. She had called him on 
the phone and he came to the office and assisted her. He 
was not present at the completion of the chore. | 

refused to identify this friend but said she wouIH 
contact him in an effort to establish the date. 


3/26/66 


201 E. 69th Street 


SAS 


6 

1 

tions nor conclusions of the FBI. 


-File # 


Date dictated 
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|_[described the report in question as consisting 

of approximately 1200 pages, probably less, but not less' 
than 1100 pages. The pages were numbered by typewriter and 
contained in two maroon or reddish-marble plastic covers 
of a commercial type, which she had seen before in business 
offices and stationery stores. These covers were on the front 
and back of each group of pages. The pages in each file 
were held together by fasteners of the Acco type and said 
fasteners came through the top cover and were exposed 
outside the cover. One or both of the files had a common 
type gummed label on the top cover but she could not recall 
what was written thereon. 

The report, which was copied, was a typewritten 
report but not the original, however, it was a goo d copy 
and was possibly the third or fourth carbon copy. I I 
expressed her belief that it came from an electric typewriter 
because the impressions of the typing were uniformly even. 

She is familiar with an IBM Executive Typewriter and its spac¬ 
ing and did not believe that the report was typed on such 
a machine. 

The paper consisted of whi- te legal size, 8-1/2 x 13" 
and was "white tissue, quite thin". | | examined a 

piece of commonly used onionskin type paper and advised the 
paper in question seemed softer but this could be the result 
of handling. The report was double or triple spaced but she 
believed it was double spaced. 

She became aware that she was copying the JOSEPH 
VALACHI story as a result of scanning the material while 
copying it. The report was in narrative form and written 
in the first person singular. The grade of English was very 
poor and the language was such that it was difficult to 
understand. She reread certain pages in order to understand 
them. The language was such that she felt it was an original 
draft. She could net recall for sure if the spelling and 
punctuation were in conformity with good usage. 
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When the chore was completed at approximately 10 PM, 
she and OPAL GINN went to dinner at Trader Vic^s Restaurant. 
She could not recall taking either copy of the report 
with them to dinner and expressed her belief that GINN 
probably put the material in her office on the fifth floor 
before they left the building for dinner. The copy which 
they had prepared was contained in a shopping bag. She said 
that OPAL GINN did not discuss this matter with her other 
than to say that the report had to be returned by the 
next morning. GINN either tol dI I that the report came 

from the Justice Department or| read this in the report. 


advised that she did not know for a fact the 
identity' or the person or persons who made the report 
available to GINN, however, she surmised that it was made 
available by a female employee of the U.S. Department of 
Justice, whom she would not name. She said that JACK ANDERSON 
wrote an article, not a column, in a weekend edition of 
PARADE MAGAZINE, which appeared in the WASHINGTON POST 
in approximately December, 1965, concerning a group of 
people and their humanitarian efforts in connection with 
volunteer work at the Children's Hospital. The woman identified 
in this article by name a nd empl oyed at the Department of 
Justice is the individual! |believes furnished the report. 


|_| advised further that she recalls reading a 

column by JACK ANDERSON, written at some time between October 
1965 and the present, in which he indicated that he had 
received a copy of the JOSEPH VALACHI story from the Depart¬ 
ment of Justice. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Date 


3/28/66 


At a pproximately 1:00 p.m., March 27, 1966, 

telephonically contacted the Washington Field 


Office of t he Federal Bureau of Investigation desiring to 
speak to SA | I The call was completed throu gh 

the us e of the Bureau’s switchboard and at this time l | 

Jadvised SA| ]that the name of the individual, which she 


had previously declined to furnish in connection with her 
comments concern ing the Xeroxing of the manuscript by JOSEPH 
VALACHI, was one| 


|stated that to the best of her knowledge, 
was still employed at the Departmen t of Justice. 


She again, in response to questions, stated that 
was not present at the time of the Xeroxing of the manuscript. 
She further r elated that it was again only a supposition on 
her part that I I wa.s the individual who furnished 

the manuscript to ANDERSON acid she bases this supposition on 
an article she read in the ’’Parade" magazine, which she stated 
she thought was published sometime in December, 1965. 


The "Parade" magazine is a Sunday supplement 
furnished to various newspapers throughout the United 
States. 


On 3/27/66 _ >t 


Washington, D. 0. 


File # 


by 


SA 


cll/kba 
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A review of "Parade" articles which were located 
in the newspaper and pe riodicals section o f the Library of 
Congress was made by SA l I on March 28, and 

29, 1966. An article by JACK N. ANDERSON was located in 
the December 19, 1965, issue of "Parade" which stated as 
follows: 

"Glamorous PEGGY GOODING, secretary to former 
Assistant Attorney General LOUIS OBERDORFER, keeps 
Wednesday nights free to work at Children’s Hospital. 
She is one of many volunteers who burp, bathe and 
feed the infant children. She also spends part 
of her paycheck and begs money from others to buy 
the little ones blankets, gowns and bootees. 
Typically, both young ladies, embarrassed over being 
singled out, don't consider their good deeds 
extraordinary." 
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of .J ustice. 
that 


l 


aoviseq 


"SAT 


ZL Placement Sect ion. Department 

I on March 29, 1966, 
l iras appointed to the position of 
[Office of the Assistant Attorney 
7~ Depiartmen t 6f Justice, on February 15, 

-, — - 0 -— I | resigned on July 12 f 1965, to 

take a position wi th ^private law firm. |_Iw as born 


General, Tax Division 
1961, as a grade GSt-9. 


I 


and her Social Security Number is 


paid 

to St. Louis, Missour 


J= 


personnel file was forwarded 
August 26, 1965. 
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nflto 3/31/66 


was interviewed at her 


office 



executed the following signed sworn statement. 

"March 29, 1966 

"I, _being first duly 

sworn, hereb y make the follow ing free and voluntary 
statement to and | | 

who have identified themselves to me as Specia l Agents of 

the FBI. I have been advised by Special Agent_ 

_ that I do not have to make any statements, that 

any statement I make can be used against me in court and 
that I have a right to talk with a lawyer of my own 
choice or anyone else without saying anything at all. 

No threats or promises have been made to induce me to make 
any statements. 

"I was employed as! I 


from February 15, 1961 unt il July 12, 

| to accept 



1965. I resigned from 
a position with| 


"I wish to state that I have never typed, seen 
nor made available to JACK N. ANDERSON or any member of his 
staff a copy of the Joseph Valachi manuscript. I have no 
knowledge of anyone else having furnished Mr. ANDERSON or 
any of his representatives with a copy of the Valachi story, 


3/29/66 


Washington, 


.File # WFO 62-9411 



-Date dictated 


3/31/66 
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"I am a social acquaintance of Miss OPAL GINN 
who is secretary to JACK N, ANDERSON, However, we have a 
tacit agreement that we do not discuss business matters at 
any time. To the best of my recollection I have visited 
Mr, ANDERSON'S office on only one or two occasions. The 
last occasion was possibly a year ago when I joined Miss 
GINN together with another friend for dinner. To the 
best of my recollection the prior occasion was some years 
ago. 


"I have read this statement consisting of one 
page and it is true and correct. 


Is/ 


"Sworn to and subscribed before me on March 29, 1966, at 
Washington, D, C. 


(Special Agent, 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


"Witness; 


jspeeial Agent, 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 5 


M 


After the state ment was completed and prior to 
the time it was executed, I Ias ked if she might talk 

briefly with h er employer. 


talked with 


in his room adjacent to the conference room 
for approximately one minute and returned and executed the 


statement. 


In addition, 
wrote an article for "Parade? 5 
1965, 


G 


in which he included 
referred to the Christmas spirit |_ 


advised that JACK N. ANDERSON 
magazine , issue of December 19, 


"| She said the article 


1 


| said the article was inspired by OPAL GINN who 
is ANDERSON'S secretary. 
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|_|stated she had no knowledge how ANDERSON 

obtained a copy of the JOSEPH VALACHI story. 
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_| appeared 

at the entran ce to the c onference room in which the inter¬ 
view with his_was conducted. 

exchanged greetings with Special Agent 
whom he has been acquainted with for some time^ and remarked 
that he couldn't understand this matter because the JOSEPH 
VALACHI story was never in his division and no one in his 
division would logically have had access to the manuscript. 



Date 3/31/66 

At the conclusion of the int erview and after 
the execution of a signed statement byI I 


On 


by 


V9Q/AA 

Washington, D 0 C D . 

Fite # WFO 

62-9411 

■ 

SAs 


I 



ho w 

b7C ■ 

and 


rmee 

—-Date dictated — 

3/31 / 66 
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1 FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Date 


8/1/8S 


I I Private Investigator, daw 

York Hcndav evening, Wareh 28. 1986. 

o«» of bis invest igators » I _J had take s I _ _ I 

l oot fo r a fee drinks and daring the evening |_I 

commented to I I that she tad placed a telephone call 

to a Justice Department employee fr«m| I reside nce 

during the evening of March tl, If84* According to I 

I cjoined that she had dated thie individual in the 
past and that this individual had assisted its remeving the 
VALACHX aenuscript free t he Justice ftgt rtiai t o the office 
of JACK AHDEkSOM. | laleo stated that I linf weed 

I that she feed received 820.00 fret* JACK AhDERSOH for 
her assistance in photo copying the VALACHI manuscript. 


- 1 I stated that it was his estimate that ] 

| nade approximately ten telephone calls free his 
residence during the afternoon and evening of Kerch 22, 1988. 
He stated that he had been in contact with the Sew York 
telephone Company to detemine if he could a seer tain the 
Identity of the number* that She had called§ however, he 
was informed by the Telephone Company that they could not 
furnish him this information until sometime after April If, 
1988, which is the dete of his hilling. 


1 /U/S 8 

On 

Sew York, HY 

at 

m 

Files # 

* 2 «m 42 

:i~, .c 

SA 

bv 
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*i rim 

Date_ 


b6 

B7C 



i 

J advised' «A(t” WSC? tabes 

lout for 


»c«« drinks during the evening of March 26, 1956, end 
tliet elm bed inferred bin tbet on Sunday evening, March 27. 
l*«j «b* bed celled *» individual with the Department of 
Justice vho bed delivered the VALA CHI fil e te JACK 
AJU>£*SOK’e office. He stated th atI I would net discIdee 
the eat of this individual, but [ Indicated that it 
wee e nan when she had dated in the past. 

I I stated that I I kept refusing te dis¬ 

close the identity of this individual and that he could 
offer no further inforoation concerning this person other 
than it was his bslief that ahu had contacted this individual 
at his residence inasmuch as I I had stated that she 
atteupted to contact this Individual late Saturday evening, 
Harch 25, 1956t however he was not at hone. 



This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusion:, of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your agency; 
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On March 31, 1966, Mr. DAVID MARTIN, Executive 
Assis tant to Senator THOMA S J. DODD advised SA| 
that 


^private investigator for Senator 


DODD, telephon ed MARTI N from New Yo rk and advised that 
had told I I an associate of I 


that | | said she had telephoned from [ residence 

to an unknown person in the Department of Justice. Further, 


is reported to have stated she had dated this individual 


in the past and indicated this person was the individual 
who assisted in the removal of JOSEPH VALACHI's manuscript. 
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Date _ 



1? 


z m s mtwi t o ar t bjr 


c 


fefSC 


identified thefcaelees as Special 
Agent's or Hi IT*H3tyji.t Burestt of Imreatigeti an. Kq 
threats » praBistff '4*tm ntd* to her and 3A] | 

ed^isM tier that .she did wait hare to talk and tHit 


anything she, 

Of !**♦ oft 


£3tL 


eould ha tas fd sealast 
lal so ftCbrised 


* 


er in a court 
that she Bad 


a night to consul t an at to may before making any 
statements. 


L_Stated that regarding 

a Justice Department report on JOSEPH tfALACHI vhlch 
aha had prerrloualy Indicated aha was instrumental 
in copying fcy Xewic machine, this report vis copied 
In April, 1*565* 


I l advlaad that aha has merer dated 

a Department of Jus tice wnsiaeaa and farther tinted 
that the never told I I or any of hit 

employees that a hoy rffcos -she dated was employed 
hy the Justice Department find helped. remove the 
a for amen Homed ?ALACHX report from the Justice 
Department. 


I ft* so advised that when she 
returns to Washington, &.0 - f she wight contact 
Senator THOMAS DOBS and JACK AKBF3UCJ? and ere 
else involved regarding this entire witter* She 
further stated that she «l> £ht ssmaMax. wy ***»g 
kidnapping charges against 


ofr/3/66 


- ot - H e v Y o rk, fUs?# Yo :* k 


*g0 

- File# -irr 62-1 ys te 


SAS 


byJ 




be 

hie 


p e»/i | e- 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


April 8, 1966 


On April 5, 1966, 1 | was exhibited the 

following statement concerning info rmation she furnished w ith 
relation to her activities in using I 

Xerox machine for copy ing the JOSE PH VALACHI Story. After 
reading the statement, | | indicated that it was correct 

but that she did not desire to sign it at this time. She 
stated she felt uneasy about the whole matter involving the 
VALACHI situation as well as her activities in the copying 
of Senator DODD's material. Therefore, she felt she would 
rather wait a few days to consider the matter before signing 
any statements. 

The statement concerning this matter is set out 
below as follows: 

"Washington, D.C. 

April 5, 1966" 


"I,_ ma ke the following f ree 

and voluntary statement to | | who has 

identified himself to me as a Special Agent of the 
Federal Bureau o f Inve stigation. I have been advised 
by Special Agent | | that I do not have to make a 
statement and that any statement made by me can be used 
in court. No threats or promises have been made to 
me for giving this statement. 


"I recall that sometime in la 
1965 while I was still employed by 



on 4/5/66 


.at Washington. D.C. 


.File # WFO 62-9411 


SAsI_[and b6 

by I I _ . P.tK:CMS_ Date diotated _ 4/8/66 _ b7i: 
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_| that OPAL GINN, JACK N. 

ANDERSON's Secretary, came into our office to use the 
Xerox machine. At this time I noticed she had a 
large volume or quantity of papers, which I can best 
describe as being white, flimsy, typewritten and legal 
size. I recall from the typing that it probably was 
a copy and not an original. 

_ "OPAL started running the papers through | | 

I Xerox machine and I offered to help her, 
and did so when I had time from my other duties. 

While running off some of the papers, I noticed it 
was written in poor English. I read further and 
realized it was a story or manuscript written by 
JOSEPH VALACHI. The story was in narrative form and 
not questions and answers. 

"Due to the large volume or quantity of the 
material to be run off I knew it would take a long 
time to complete it. In this respect, I recall 
that OPAL GINN told me that the material had to be 
returned the next morning. I estimated that there 
were approximately 1200 or less pages in all. I 
decided to telephone a friend of mine who worked 
for the Xerox Company to see if he could come help 
us to speed up the operation. I do not desire to 
reveal this individual's name. 

Shortly thereafter the person called arrived and 
assisted us in running off some of the papers. He 
was not aware at first of the contents of the material, 
but later ascertained it was the Valachi story. 

"After we completed the Xeroxing, the original 
material was placed inside of two red or maroon colored 
plastic binders. I recall they were held together by 
Accotype fasteners that come up through the top of 
the binders and folded down. 
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"X wish to state at this time I did not see 
anyo ne with OPAL GINN when she brought the manuscript 
into | ~~| office nor did she tell me anyone was 

waiting for it. I wish to add that I do not know of 
any Department of Justice; employee involved with 
furnishing the manuscript to OPAL GINN. 

M I also wish to state that I did not make any 
telephone call to a Depaxtment of Justice employee 
in March, 1966. I did attempt to telephonically 
contact the individual who helped us run off the 
Valachi manuscript while I was in New York in March, 
1966. 


be 

b7C 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Date 


April 9, 1966 


_]telephoncially contacted 

]and advised she ha d been think ing the 


SA_ 

matter over and desired to state that|_| a 

Xerox employee, was the individual who helped her run 
off some of the VALACHI papers. 


be 

b7C 


On . 

4/6/66 

Washington, D. C. 

WFO 58-995 

Filft # 






bo 


SA 

: kba 

4/9/66 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Date 


4/7/66 


.XL 


employee ot the 
fwho resides 


advised that he recalls sometime 


in possibly the latter part of Fe bruary or early March , 
he receiv ed a telepho ne call from | 

He stated f I asked him if he would mind assisting 


her in speeding up a Xeroxing process. 
result of this call he went to f 
the of fice of_ 


He 


stated as a 
I to 


where he met 


and OPAL GINN. 
ANDERSON's secretary. 


He stated he knew GINN was JACK 


advised that after arriving he showed 


them tools to speed up the Xeroxing process and recalls he 
thereafter ran off approximately 100 to 200 copies. During 
this time he stated that while running this material off 
and reading some of the material t ypewritten on the papers, 
he ascertained from l I that it was the VALACHI 

story. He stated he could not recall any of the details of 
the material. 


b 

b 


_|stated that he did not see anyone else 

in the office at this time and recalls that he stayed in 
the office approximately one hour and left prior to the 
completion of the Xeroxing process. 


On_.. Washington, D.C. 

SA 


by 


and 
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Date 4/7/66 


l 


Jwas confhcteidHit his office at, which time 


he was i mmediately adv ised of the identity of the interviwing 


agents, 


advised he declined to furnish any 


information at this time under oath, but stated he would be 
happy to cooperate with the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) and would furnish a signed statement under oath regarding 



have to make any statement, that anything he did state could 
be used in a court of law, and that he had the right to consult 
an attorney before making any statement. 


In connection with 


records, it was 


noted he billed "Parade" magazine for Xerox expenses in the 
of $54 and the statement was dated March 15, 1965. It was 
also noted the billin g statement ca rried the initials J.N.A, 
#28, March 29, 1965. | | was querried as to what 


sum 


this billing to "Parade" magazine represented. He stated that 


apparently he received a check from ANDERSON as a result of 
his billing ANDERSON for a Large number of Xerox copies run 
through his machine. He was then querried as to whether or 
not he knew w hat material was run through on this occasion, 
stated he did not recall. 


At this point he was querried if it could have. _ 

been the VALACHI story that had been Xeroxed. 
stated yes. He recalled that around March,,1965, OPAL GINN 
had told him they had previously used the machine for Xeroxing 
some papers on the VALACHI story. __ __ __ 


On 


by 


4/6/66 nt Washington, D.C. __ FUe # WFO 62-9411 


SAsl 


ZZI 


and | 


fbjw 

4/7/66 

J ■ i j i 
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|_|upon being asked where the material 

on the VALACHI story was obtained that had been run off 
on the Xerox machine, stated ’ he knew ANDERSON was 
writing a book on the VALACHI story and that he presumed 
ANDERSON had interviewed VALACHI, 


In this connection, _purnished the 

agents with a Xerox copy of the above-noted bill as well as 
a Xerox c opy of an invoice from the Xerox Corporation to | | 

I dated March 8, 1965, invoice number 087721, covering 
period from December 31, 1964 through February 26, 1965, 


28 











WFO 62-9411 
PMK:bjw 


On April 6, 1966, 
advised 


SAs 


and 


that he 


does n ot recall receiving arty information from 


concerning the Xeroxing of the JOE VALACHI manuscript, 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


April 6, 1966 


| was interviewed in the office 

of Regional Data and Financial Management, Region Three, 
General Services Administration (GSA), 7th and D Streets, 

S. W. 

After | |was a dvised as to the pur pose of the 

interview, he was told by SA | | he did not 

have to duscuss the subject matter with the Agents and any 
statement he made could be used against him in a court of 
law. He was advised he could also seek the services of 
counsel if he desired. Prior to the comm encement of the 
interview, he was placed under oath by SA | 

|was asked if he had any knowledge either 
directly or indirectly that a transcript of the "Joseph 
Valachi Story" or any documentation on this subject matter 
had been removed from the files of the Department of Justice 
and re produced in the office of I I locat ed 

in the]_____ _ lor 

at any location by JACK Nv ANDERSON, the columnist, or in 
behalf of AND ERSON or DREW^EARSON, or for the benefit of 
anyone else. I I stated 'that he has no information 

whatsoever concerning this subject matter. He stat ed tha t 
he had never h eard this subject matter discussed by | | 

l~~ ” |or by anyone else. He said he had no knowledge 

concerning any records being removed from the Department of 
Justice, that would relate to JOSEPH VALACHI. 


On _ 

4/4/66 


SA rz 


SAl 

by _ 



Washington, D. C. 
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Date April 8, 1966 


JACK N. ANDERSON was interviewed at his office, 
1612 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. Inquiry was made of 
ANDERSON concerning the alleged obtaining of the JOSEPH 
VALACHI manuscript from the Departme nt of Justice and the 
copying of the same at the office of_ 


ANDERSON declined to identify the source who 
furnished him the JOSEPH VALACHI manuscript. ANDERSON said 
the source is not a "kid" but highly placed and if he were 
to identify the source, which he does not intend to do, it 
would cause the Department of Justice nothing but embarrass¬ 
ment. He suggested that the Department of Justice not inquire 
too closely into the matter in order that an embarrassing 
situation could be avoided. 

ANDERSON expressed disgust that no interest was 
expressed in the VALACHI story, which was printed over a 
year ago, until the alleged theft of Senator THOMAS J. DODD’s 
documents came up. 

ANDERSON said that his secretary, OPAL GINN, was 
out of town at the time of instant interview and she would be 
back in the office next week. He said he intended to talk to 
her before she was interviewed by Agents and he would caution 
her not to make any comment concerning- duplication of records 
if she had any such information. He said he thought sh® 
would follow his. advice. 


bo 

b7C 
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On April 1, 1966, the Buffalo Office reported that 
the billing records of the Xerox Corporation at Rochester, 
New York, reflect that an 813 Copier was installed in the 
office of [ 


on July 31, 1964, effective August 1, 1964.The 


meter readinggat the time of the installation was 203. The 
meter readings submitted to the Xerox Corporation and billed 
accordingly were as follows: 


August 19, 1964 

203-500 

October 15, 1964 

500-1708 

December 14, 1964 

1708-2959 

January 11, 1965 

2959-3476 

March 8, 1965 

3476-5833 

April 12, 1965 

5853-6333 

June 16, 1965 

6333-7134 

July 13, 1965 

7134-8776 

August 11, 1965 

8776-8964 

October 7, 1965 

8964-9737 

November 12, 1965 

9737-10237 

December 15, 1965 

10237-10484 

February 12, 1966 

10484-11057 

March 19, 1966 

11057-11253 


A review of the charges reflects the March 8, 1965, 
billing is high. 
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ED STATES DEPARTMENT OF^STICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


Copy to: 


Report oh 
Dcrfe: 


Field Office File 


Title: 


Character: 


4/12/66 


Office: 


Washington, D. C. 


62-9411 


Bureau File #: 


UNKNOWN SUBJECT; (Employee of Department of Justice, 
Washington. D. C.) _ 

I - SUSPECT; 

OPAL B* GINN; 

JACK N* ANDERSON 


ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRY, THEFT OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 

Synopsis: 

hiss OPAL 3. GINN, Secretary to JACK N. ANDERSON, stated she 
could not tell anything about the reproduction of any material 
in connection with a so-called VALACHI story, and declined to 
further discuss the matter,, 


.. C - 


DETAILS : AT WASHINGTON, D,, C , 
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Fderal bureau of investigatk 


Date. 


4/12/66 


be 

b7C 


Hiss OPAL B. GINN, Secretary to Mr. JACK N. 

ANDERSON, Room 506 , 1612 & Street, N» W ., was advised by 
Special Agent (SA) | | that she did not have 

to make any statements, that anything she said could be used 
against her in court, and that she was entitled to consult an 
attorney of her own choice, or anyone else, before making any 
statement. 

Hiss GINN advised that she has been employed by 
Hr, ANDERSON for about twelve years. She currently resides 
at 5415 Connecticut Avenue, N, W,, Washington, D, C, 

Miss GINN stated that she could not tell anything 
about the reproduction of any material in connection with a 
so-called (JOSEPH) VALACHi story. She stated she preferred not 
to discuss this matter without first consulting with her 
employer, JACK ANDERSON. 

During the course of the interview. Hiss GINN 
receiv ed a te lephone call from Hr, ANDERSON, and arranged 
for SA | | to talk to Mr, ANDERSON while he was on the 

telephone. 

After receiving the phone call from Hr, ANDERSON, 

Hiss GINN repeated that she would not discuss the matter further 
without talking to Hr. ANDERSON. She indicated that if she 
should wish to furnish any inf ormation after talking to Mr. 
ANDERSON, she would contact SA | ~| 

The following description of Hiss GINN was obtained 
at the time of interview: 



Name 

Sex 

OPAL B, GINN 

Female 


4/11/66 

On 

Washington, D. C, 

n t 

WFO 62-9411 
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dace 

;\&e 

height 


height 

hair 

wOa: >p 1 C-tl \j£l 

Occupation 

Residence 


vshite 

Approximately 35 

Five feet ten inches - 

five feet eleven inches 

150 - 160 pounds 

fark 

Fair 

Secretary 

5415 Connecticut Avenue, 
h. tv*, 'Washington, A. 0* 


- 3 - 









4 





l 




DERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATI 


m 
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Date_-_ 
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During the course of the interview with 
Hiss OPAL B. GINN, Secretary to Hr* JACK N. ANDERSON, 
Room 506, 1612 K Street, N, W., Hr. ANDERSON called his 
office and Mss GINN arranged for Agent to talk to Hr. 
ANDERSON. 


Hr. ANDERSON stated that he would have to direct 
his secretary. Hiss GINN, not to answer any questions 
concerning reproduction of any documents which involved his 
news sources. He said this would entail giving information 
as to how he goes about gathering news and from whom he obtains 
it, a matter which he would not discuss, even in court, 
without permission of the source. 
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rUPX-6* . 

(VALACHI) P 

WASHINGTON—THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT TODAY WAS ACCUSED OF TRYING : 

i TO BUY OFF HOODLUM JOE VALACHI*S GHOST WRITER BECAUSE OF PRESSURE FROM j 
XTALO-AMERICAN POLITICAL GROUPS. 

THE CHARGE CAME FROM AUTHOR PETER MAAS, WHO ORIGINALLY GOT TENTATIVE 
APPROVAL FROM THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT TO EDIT VALACHI'S MEMOIRS, 

|THEN WAS SUED YESTERDAY BY THE DEPARTMENT TO BLOCK PUBLICATION. 

MAAS ACCUSED ATTY. GEN. KATZENBACH OF BEING IN THE "BOOK 
SUPPRESSION BUSINESS" AND LACKING THE "BACKBONE" TO STAND UP TO 
POLITICAL PRESSURE. 

THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT, ACCORDING TO MAAS. GAVE HIM UNLIMITED 
ACCESS TO VALACHI»S MANUSCRIPT AND TO VALACHI HIMSELF, WHO WAS KEPT 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA JAIL AFTER HIS APPEARANCE BEFORE A SENATE 
INVESTIGATING COMMITTEE IN 1963. 

BUT MAAS SAID EVERYTHING CHANGE! WHEN "A POLITICAL PRESSURE GROUP* 
STORMED INTO THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT TO DEMAND THAT THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL REVERSE HIMSELF. 

KATZENBACH WAS VISITED ON FEB. 2 BY ITALIAN-AMERICAN LEADERS. 

INCLUDING FOUR CONGRESSMEN WHO OBJECTED TO PUBLICATION OF VALACHI*S 
MEMOIRS ON GROUNDS IT CREATED AN UNFAIR IMAGE OF ALL ITALIANS. 

AFTER THAT MEETING, MAAS SAID THINGS WENT DOWN HILL. ENDING WITH 
THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT FILING SUIT TO BLOCK PUBLICATION OF THE VALACHI 
BOOK ON THE GROUNDS IT WOULD BE HARMFUL TO ITS LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ABILITY. 

THE DEPARTMENT WENT SO FAR AS TO MAKE "MORE THAN ONE ATTEMPT* 

|TO MAKE A FINANCIAL SETTLEMENT WITH HIM, MAAS SAID. HE GAVE NO 
DETAILS OF THE OFFER. BUT HE SAID IN THE ONE OFFER MADE DIRECTLY TO 
HIM BY A DEPARTMENT SPOKESMAN "NO HOLLAR AND CENT FIGURE WAS 
MENTIONED." 

, THE DEPARTMENT CLAIMED THAT MAAS WAS GIVEN ONLY TENTATIVE APPROVAL 
I TO EDIT THE MANUSCRIPT. IN ITS SUIT IT TOLD THE COURT THAT MAAS 
VIOLATED THE CONDITIONS OF THIS TENTATIVE AGREEMENT ON SEVERAL 
POINTS, INCLUDING APPLYING FOR A COPYRIGHT. 

PUBLICATION OF THE BOOK ALSO WOULD VIOLATE A BUREAU OF PRISON 
|REGULATION BARRING PRISONERS FROM WRITING STORIES ON THEIR LIFE OF t 
'iCRIME, 

A COURT HEARING ON THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT REQUEST WILL BE HELD 
, TOMORROW AFTERNOON. 14 

‘cfl- Hof&J vn-sn zoip _ __ 

w'BiSB”' iP 

-Aj H ■ 51 CAPITAL NEWS SERVIC eL'drfK 
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MAY 1 


ONYAUmBOOK 

Sues After Protests to Bar 
Memoirs It Had Cleared 


. Special to The New York Times 

WASHINGTON May 10 — 
l ^The Justice Department, in a 
9 turnabout that followed protests 
| by Italian-American leaders, 

| sued today to block the puhlica- 
1 jtion of the memoirs of Joseph 
1 M. Valachi, the convicted Mafia 
8 figure. 

The department, which gave 
Valachi permission to publish 
;his memoirs, last December, 
asked federal district court here 
to bar Valachi's editor, Peter 
j'Maas of New York, from dis¬ 
seminating or publishing the 
manuscript in any form. 

I Attorney General Nicholas 
lideB. Katzenbaeh was visited on 
| Feb. 2 by 12 Italian-American 
I leaders, including four Con- 
j gressmen, who objected that the 
|‘ Valachi book would only serve 
| to downgrade the image of 
: Aber Leans of Italian descent. 

* ccoVomg to the s^ lt/ ike* 
Justice Department informed 
; Mr. Maas a week later that it 
y had had a change of heart about 
! the book. 

After the suit was filed today, 
the department delivered copies 
[of its press release on the case 
■to the four House members— 
Peter W, Rodino, Dominick V. 
Daniels, and Joseph G. Minish, 
all New Jersey Democrats, and 
Frank Annunzio, an Illinois 
Democrat—and other Congress¬ 
men who had inquired about the; 
decision. . K 

Approval of Manuscript j 

The suit alleged that the 1 
justice Department’s agreement 
with Mr. Maas gave the depart¬ 
ment the absolute right to ap- 
: prove the final edited manu- 
H script prior to any dissemina- 
£ tion. 

y It contended that the decision! 
to permit publication was ten¬ 
tative, and that this provision 
gave the department • the right 
to decide against any publica¬ 
tion. 

v According to the suit, Mr. 

Maas violated the agreement by 
; continuing to edit the material. 

( after he had been informed that • 
j the Government would probably j 
r its publication. Fur-[ 

suit said, he applied 
fofr a' Copyright on portions of 
the manuscript without obtain-. 
Department permis-j 
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Mr_Ka teenbach was also re-] 
porxeuiy upset at the puaiica- 1 
.tion of quotes from the 1,180- 
: page manuscript in a syndi¬ 
cated column by Jack Anderson 
published last Feb. 14. 

Will Reply Today 

Mr. Maas, who first wrote 
of Valachi’s revelations in a 
.Saturday Evening Post article 
• in 1963, was unavailable for 
comment tonight. His attorneys 
announced that he would hold a 
t news conference here tomor¬ 
row. * * 

The suit said that publica¬ 
tion of the memoris “would be 
injuries to the Department of 
Justice in the exercise of its re¬ 
sponsibilities for law- enforce¬ 
ment," and that it would be in- • 
consistent with the Bureau of 
Prisons’ regulation prohibiting 
the publication by a prisoner 
of a manuscript dealing with* 
his life of crime. ; 

, It asked the court to order 1 
; Mr. Maas to return oil copies : 
of the Valachi manuscript, en¬ 
titled “The Real Thing," which 
was delwered to Mr. Maa? for 
ciuv.h'z let December. 
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Suit Attacks ¥mlachi Mem6tr& 


ft* 

By John P. MacKenzie 

Washington Post Staff Writer 

An embarrassed Justice De¬ 
partment disclosed yesterday 
that it no longer thinks publi¬ 
cation of the Joseph Valachi 
j memoirs of the Cosa Nostra 
will serve the public interest. 

5 The Department filed a law¬ 
suit in District Court here 
saying the memoirs would be 
downright “injurious” to the 
Government “in the exercise 
: of its responsibilities for law 
enforcement.” 

?! Named as defendant in the 
^ | suit was Peter Maas, the free¬ 
-lance writer who had been 
-chosen by the Department 
| and Valachi to bring the story 
I of organized crime to the, 
' American people. 

Samples Submitted 

*ut charges Maas 
breached an agreement by 
submitting a sample of the 
t, manuscript to a literary agent 
for submission to prospective 
publishers and informed the 
Department he would continue! 
disseminating the excerpts' 
'despite Attorney General 
Katzenbach’s decision March 
; 16 to withdraw permission to 
j ! publish. No reason was given 
i for Katzenbach’s reversal. 

1 Maas, a New Yorker who 
j agreed to be sued here, said 
he was “stunned” by the' 

| Government’s action. He 
called a news conference for 
10 a.m. today in the office of 
his lawyer, Gilbert Hahn Jr. 
i) The suit seeks an order en- 
5 joining Maas from taking 
ft further steps to market the 
{ 1180-page manuscript typed by 
''Government secretaries from 
j a longhand document written 
by Valachi in a Washington 
jail cell. A court hearing fori 
a 10-day restraining order was, 
J set for 2 p m. today. [ 

Return of Copies Asked 

f The suit also asks the court 
; s to order the return of two 
j copies it turned over to Maas 
j for editing with the under¬ 
standing that no attempts 
j; would be made to publish the^ 
memoirs without Government' 
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KatenziX .^cFTTad been wide ly 
criticized for givC^^TTtial 
treatment to an avowed hood¬ 
lum by exempting him from a 
Bureau of Prisons regulation, 
against writings by inmates 
about thei.: criminal careers. 

Special criticism came from 
Americans of Italian descent 
who complained that Katzen- 
bach was helping to . per- 
; petuate an ethnic gangster 

ima-gc. ... „ 

Yaiauil, who has uccu irans-^ 

fe rred to .the Federal prison 

at Lilian, Mich., was 

in the Department’s iSS3 

qu^stj^j^retapping and oth¬ 
er legislation aimed* 
sters. But his Senate testimo¬ 
n y produc ed no informal:^a 
* -v -r jut anyone behind 
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December 13, 1951 


/'/ 

MEMORANDUM FOR MESSRS. TOLSON ■ . 

, LADD ; . X •' * ■ : 

^—-ssa-..- 

Secretary of Deieise Lovett celled me this afternoon and stated 
that the President wanted him to discuss with me what appears to be a rather 
serious leak on what occurred at a meeting last Monday at the White House. 

He said that the President was desirous of trying to trace out the source of 
v this leak. Secretary Lovett stated that the meeting related to plans In Korea 
^and general European matters. He said that the press reports have been very 
.speculative in this regard. 

<? ■ ■■ • . ~. iv . ■ . . / 

: V Secretary Lovett Mated that to his recollection the following were ^ 

in attendance at the meeting: Ike three Chiefs of Service, General Collins, 
Admiral Fechteh**, and General Vaandenburg; the three Secretaries or Acting 
' N Secretaries, Frank Pace, Francis .V hitch air replacing Kimball, and Tom 
^ Finletter; Jim Webb and Matthews from the State Department; possibly lid Foley 
representing Secretary Snyderj General Bradley* and Secretary Lovett. He 
^jfctnted that from the White House were General Vaughan, Admiral Dennison, 

possibly Connelly or Short. He added that he could not remember whether 
.he Mnykoth Connelly and Short, but just before going into the room he recalls 
: seeing them both. 

. i‘- The Secretary related that the following has happened. Yesterday 

afternoon an tiMM?rf<Krra 1 by the llAme of Anderson, who appears to be s leg-man 
for Drew Pearitp^ went up to V.tltkftlWfr and «dd, M Pve got a story of the Monday 
meeting; thought you would like to take a look at it, " and Whitehair reportedly 
saidJwdkt&'t want to -take a look at it. Apparently Anderson either read him 
or showed him certain excerpts which startled Whitehair so in their apparent 

— accuracy that he came back and spoke to his Navy colleagues about it and they 

— advised Admiral Dennison and Dennison advised the President. The President 

“ then called General Bradley and suggested to Bradley that he get hold of Pearson 
—^ or Anderson and ask to see this report; that Anderson Iwt flight ^ 

Around seven o'clock came Over ( to General Bradley with the report,, which was" 

5- /,-■ sRSPW'fr- CfsoBjr' 


















already on the Bell Syndicate wires and Bradley persuaded Anderson to delete 
two major statements by red-penciling them, stating that they were either a 
breach of security or definitely not within the national interest. Anderson, 
according to Secretary Lovett, appeared to have agreed to this. 


Secretary Lovett stated that General Bradley called him after the 
meeting and said that in his opinion the statement is presumably coming out 
this Saturday and that it is not too harmful but the story was not killed. He 
stated that the President appears to be relieved but he is very apprehensive / 
as to the leak of information concerning the meeting. Secretary Lovett stated 
that he thought it was a terrible thing when the President could not talk to his 
supposedly intimate advisors without having someone go out and talk about>i* 

He stated that it was the President's desire that he talk with me and find ° ut 
what could be done. V v 


X 




1 told the Secretary that the important thing was first to find oul\. 
who was at the meeting and then find out if any of them, upon returning, had xa^ 
any memoranda on the meeting or advised someone in their own office. I told nP 
I would be very glad to assign the matter to Assistant Director Belmont, 
terttary Lovett stated that General Bradley is out of town but he would have 
Ea^Cjgtive Officer, Colonel Randall, try to collect some information on the 
*tte* tm^nfternoon. 


Hie Secretary is attending budget hearings this afternoon but will 
ra to his office at 6:30 PM. I told him that Mr. Belmont will be in his office 
reiayy Lovett's) promptly at 6:30 to discuss the matter. 


Very truly yours. 


| 'r*v/ v; 3 ' 


- '> rejy 

4 ' fcxv- 
\) 


John Edgar Hoover 
Director 


-tr- 


£ l *Mr. Nease 
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WEH61H IS USCtaSSIFilsS 

0AT2 yP.-.Rfi 


At 9:00 A.M. on December 14, 1951, SAC Hood and 
Special Agents Kenneth T. Delavigne and Carl Graham, of the 
Washington Field Office, were briefed in my office on the 
investigation requested by the President in the above-entitled 
matter. They were furnished copies of my memorandum dated 
December 13, 1951, setting forth the results of the interview 
with Secretary Lovett, 




Mr. Hood was advised that this investigation w ap to be 
h andled on a spjecial Ba s ip and TMwas H o 'be compTefed as’ ravid lv 
a s Dossilh e. He was advised to put whatever personnel is 
necessary on the investigation to accomplish this. He was advised 
to submit a daily teletype showing the progress of this matter. 


Supervisor Roach, of the Liaison Unit, was called in 
at the same 'time and was^ihsf_PuCfWMfg^cHnTadt''~AdmiTal Dennyson 
tliis Horning for the purpo'se of' advising him that Secretary 
Loveft^hrad brought up the question of a possible microphone in 

the Cabinet Room. Mr. Roach was instructed to _ a dyisje Adm iral 

Dennison that i ffvt was de s ired^ u?e._ wquld. ..mafce. a checjc^ gf the 
Cabinet room to ascertain johether there was a microphone in the 
roovT. Wr7' "Roach ‘ called, me later from the Ptiiie House "to advise 
Hhart AdsUrXQl^D£JiM^JU-4^^ick. Because the President's request 
came through Admiral Dennison, I_asfced ¥r_ v 5oacft to_t ry to rea ch 
the Admiral by telephone and see whom he should discuss this with. 
Mr.^Rdach did'so and spojce^to Matt Connelly, who stated that by 
all means, a^checf .should he made ojT'fhe room. Arrangeme nts were 

made with the Laboratory to immediately send Mr.^Pfafman . and Mr, 

CorbeW^Bo^We~'Wfri3T'H.Qiisj§' this morning to contact Mr'. Roach 'for the 
purpose of checking the Cabinet room. 

At approximately 11:00 A.M. I spoke again to SAC 
Hood and advised him that we must bear down vigorously on this 
investigation, that the President is personally interested, and 
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will undoubtedly be making inquiry concerning it for the purpose 
of making exampl es of any persons responsible • J advi sed Mr .Ho o d 
t hat Mr. He nnrich, w as„_b ei.ng. placed-, in .d ir.ec-t,.chavge of^t'hXp' ' 
invest ipa t ion and Mr. Hood should rep ort to him,. I told him 
that as many'men should" be put on'this as is necessary to handle 
the investigation expeditiously 3 bearing in mind that some of the 
officials may be leaving town for the holidays. I told,. hjjn^iUat 
we should_ work on . a. 7-day .. wpek_ basis to get this ..cleared up, ^p romp tly. 
I’^iold him that the men to go on this case should be seasoned^lnature 
men and not the type who are going to resign and talk about Bureau 
investigations afterwards . Mr. Hood was advised that Mr. Hennrich 
would sit in on some of the interviews on a high level. I 
pointed out that we were anxious that not only a thorough job 
be done on this but that the proper impression was made during 
the interviews. 

I adv isfdfMjp^JIpp ji that we wanted, to be advised daily 
o f develo events, an .d . if any unusual developments or, a, break in 
t he• c ase occurred, we wanted to be_ advised at_pnj)jL. Mr. Hood was 
advised that tWe Agents" writing on this should keep their mouths 
shut, that we did not want any bull sessions in the WHO, and the 
in vfstj^gation was to b e considered confidejziji&l. 

I also briefed Mr. Hennrich along the above lines and 
told him that we want to keep the Director advised by memorandum 
each morning and that we want to advise the Director telephonically 
of any break in the case or unusual incidents of importance. I 
also advised Mr. Hennrich that we do not want any talk about 
this case here at the Bureau and it is not to be discussed 
outside the Bureau at this time. 


JtL^ULb 
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D rew Pe arsonJ sl. column which appeared in the .* 

Washington Post~~this morning does not carry the story /l^ 

involved in this investigation. You will recall that our ' 
information was that it would appear in his column for today . 





During an interview with Colonel Clifton of General 
Bradley's staff, it was disclosed that RobertffAllen's . column 
in the New York Post for December 13 did carry^a column 
purportedly very similar to that which had been displayed by 
Jack Anderson to Acting Secretary Whitehair a nd G eneral 
Bradley . We were unable to obtain a copy of ~the New York 
PosTHast night in Washington. I called the New York Office 
and arranged to have the, colum n dispatched by teletype. A 
copy is attached, SA | |of the New York Office advised 

that this~columh appea readonly in one late edition of the 
New York Post and that earlier editions did not carry the 
story. You will note that the column contains .what purports 
to Be quotes by the President, General Bradley, General 
Vandenberg and General Collins. The quoted remarks 
allegedly were made at a "big ^inference" after the President's 
return, SAC Hood has been instructed to make copies of this 
available to the Agents handling the interviews in order that 
the authenticity of the alleged quotes can be verified • 

Colonel Clifton revealed that Clayton Fritchey, Chief 
I of Public Information for the Defense Department, has stated 
\ that he~was playing cards with Drew Pearson on the evening of 
December 12 when Jack Anderson was called over to the- Pentagon 
and on that occasion Pearson exhibited to him a copy of the 
draft for the column, in question. Fritchey is alleged to have 
\mdde the statement that he did not see'anytjiin&objectionable 
I in the column qs it was originally written nor in the column 
as it was edited by General Bradley. We will follow through 
"this ^^^^Frj^hey^jwill be interviewed. 

I have instructed SAC Hood that in connection with 
the interviews conducted, the inte rviewees should be ahked 
specifically as to what restrictions they considered themselves 


Attachment 
CEH^mb fut l 


RECORD! 
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under ^when•- disclosing information which went on at the 
December 10 conference and that we definitely establish the 
security regulations and precedent in connection with 
disclosures of items discussed and e specially , of course, any 
specific restrictions which may have been placed on this 
particular conference . 

ACTim: 


Intervievjs as outlined in my memorandum of 
December 14 are continuing today . It would be advantageo us 
at this point to know whether Pearson actually had the Jack 
Anderson item oh the Bell Syndicate wires and if so whether 
tfpT^complete column was killed . It is suggested that this 
problem be referred to Mr . Nichols' office for an opinion 
as to whether we can safely make inquiries in this regard . 

|In the event inquiries can be made 3 the specific time of 
\filing the column and the specific time of killing the column } 
if it was killed s should be obtained • 
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As a matter of interest, there is attached hereto a. memorandum dated 
December 10, 1951, prepared by THCMAS K. FINIETTEB, following hi a attendance at 
the President's Conference at the White House on December 10, 1951* 

It. is requested that the original and a copy be returned to the 
Washington) Field Office* . 1 . „ ^ A / 

Att, - ■ ; .• ■ ' ' ' -' - \ - 
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December 10, 1961 




MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


1. The conference with the President today on 
the Korean situation failed to bring out certain im¬ 
portant points. 

2. At the meeting it was decided that, since 
we now have what we went into Korea to get, namely the 
defeat of the aggressionj we should adopt the attitude 
of conceding all points within reason to get the cease¬ 
fire. 


3. Nhat wasn't said, however, is that once we 
get a cease-fire, from that moment on our military 
position deteriorates . The Chinese, free from our 
interdiction campaign, can bring in men and materiel - 
and no inspection teams of ours are going to stop them. 
Our morale will go down. ; Our fighting ability will go 
down. And our domestic support for the operation will 
go down further than it already has. 

4. Moreover, the!attaining of the cease-fire 
may fail to defeat the Russo-Chine3e plan of pinning 

down large quantities of; our military power in Korea . 

This results from the fact that an agreement to permit 

the gradual withdrawal of UN and Communist troops, 
without a firm decision in advance by the UN to punish 
a violation of the cease-fire by aggressive means, is 
not to our interest, and cannot be carried out without 
risking all we have fought for in Korea. Once we 
withdraw our troops they: are going to be very hard to 
put back. On the contrary it would be easy for the 
Communists to withdraw beyond the Yalu and come back 
whenever they want to. 

In short, a cease-fire without a firm 
position and statement a ! s to what the UN intends to do 
if the terms of the cease-fire are broken and without 
provision for the rapid withdrawal of TJN troops , is a 
disadvantageous operation from our point of view. 

-5. The question arises what then should we do? 
The following is suggested: 
























a. Make a provision in the cease-fire ar¬ 
rangements which will result in the United Nations 
ground troops being pulled out as rapidly as they can 
be after the signing of |the cease-fire. 

b. Leave a thin line of South K .-rean troops, 
and maybe even a token United Nations force, in South 
Korea. 


c. Make arrangements with our major allies 
to issue a joint statement, approved by the UN, serv¬ 
ing notice on China that' we no longer intend to hold 
the Korean front by great ground forces as at present, 
but that if the Chinese jrun over our modest forces 
that will bring'down vas't retaliatory action by the 

UN on the mainland of China. We should also consider 
whether this statement might not contain a request to 
Russia to use her best efforts to prevent the Chinese 
from violating the ceaserfire agreement. 

I 

d. We must agree with our friends in the 
UN what this vast retaliatory action means. It 
presumably would mean a naval blockade, harassment of 
the lines of communication by bombing, continuing the 
use of guerrilla troops, and maybe releasing Chiang 
for action cn the mainland. The question of certain 
other special air action would have to be considered; 
also the use of the A-bomb. These are, however, in a 
way, questions of detail. The important thing is to 
get agreement with our friends in UN to be ready to go 
through with a good tough campaign, but without the 
use of ground troops other than Chiang's. 
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TO JACK ANDERSON, LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARS®, ESP DASH X. ^N. R0BERT IAHHij) 
AIR FORCE AID TO THE PRESIDENT . ATTENDED MEETING AT WH ITE HOUSE DEALING 

—fKirnr t-t- ‘--tirrrtrrir. JL '■ - / 

WITH PR0BI31S IN WESTERN PACIFIC AND WESTERN EUROPE ON DEC. TEN LAST, AND 

'***•** ** >• „ •*, n t tM H tm n « 1 W tWm ifa** *• -?*' r WW—H'MI ■ WMMWirllj'^|WTI|i; ^TUrmpTU- 

me jaift, m^kwikh. BE KNEW OF CONFERENCE 

BEING JCBBZXTIED WEEDS AT KEY WEST WITH PRESIDENT. TfQTXfMTHn. STAFF CCH FEHEHDE 
wA PRESIDENT AT TEN A.M., IECEMBER TEN IAST, LA NDRY IHQUIKBD IF STAFF 

. ...— rt 1 —i, Mm- , r.^gw»#a L . 

and ERESMyg^ jw^Ti^^. 

TAWngy Ifl STOMOfaAPHTO FRESEHT. AND BIL B OS CF NO NOTES MALE DURING 

OR AFgjflpfC QMF EEB MCE ♦ , CONFERENCE LASTED APPROXIMATELY ORE HOUR. HE SAW 
NO ®E ENTER OR LEAVE ROOM DOBING CONFERENCE* NO AGENDA FO RN ISH E D IN 
ADVANCE. P RE SID ENT ENTERED, SHOOK HANDS WITH ALL PRESENT AND STARTED 
CONFERENCE BY EXPRESSING CONCERN OVER WORID CONDITIONS, ESPECIALLY IN 

KOREA; PRESIDENT EXPRESSED FEAR THAT IZT-DOWN OF PEACE NEGOTIATIONS 

SN& 

WOOID LOWER MORALE IN THIS COUNTRY AND AISO STATED HE WAS INTERESTED 

EUCTION 

BECAUSE IT WOULD BE A DIFFKUIS/YEAR. P R ESHEH T ASKED FOR VIEWS OR 

THESE interns AND FOR BRIEFING OH KOKEAr SITUATION BY OSH. BRADIEY. BRADIEY 

#' • * 

REPORTED LITTIE PROGRESS ON ARMISTICE AND THAT UN CCUID NOT YIEID OS ANY 
MAJOR POINTS. LANDRY BELIEVES BRADIEY BROUGHT UP (JPESTIOtf OF REHABILITATION 


65-6060 

RBH:DDtf : 


/J 

h\' K - 










OP RAILROADS, ROADS, ETC., EOT BRADIEY THOUGHT IT HOT A MAJOB ISSUE AHD 
WAS CBS (XT WHICH UN MIGHT THID. PRESIDENT WANTED ADVISERS OPINIONS ON 
TECS. BRADLEY ALSO DISCUSSED RED AIR FORCE SITUATION. GEN. 0QUINS 
ASSURED PRESIDENT UN FORCES COUID NOT BE DISLODGED FROM KOREA. DISCUSSION 
OF WHAT UN TO DO IF AEMDSTTCE FAILED LED TO STATEMENT THAT THEN UN MIGHT , 
HAVE TO USE CERTAIN THINGS AND REDS SHOULD BE SO ADVISED. ADMIRAL PEG PEELER 

1 •• IMMiatefeg,- wrifcftftir' - 

OPPOSED ANY COMMITMENT WE MIGHT BE FORDED TO CHANGE THROUGH INTERNATIONAL 
CHARGE, BUT INSISTED OH TAKING A FIRM STAND. GEN. TAHIBHBEBG S POKE OF AIR 
SITUATION AND RBCCM4ENBED CCMPIETE WITHDRAWAL TO JAPAN OF OUR FORCES 
IN KOREA, IN EVENT OF CEASE FIRE, TO AVOID BEING TRAPPED AND TELL REDS IF 
THEY PROCEED FURTHER, IT MEANS ALL-OUT WAR. VANDENBERG-S VIEW ON THIS 


■PIFEEBS .EROBL 




PRESENT . 


PRESHEKT FINALLY AGREED WITH BRADISY-S 


VIEW ON REHABILITATION OF RAIIRQADS AND ROADS. SECRETARY LOVETT OPPOSED 
YIELDING OF ANY MAJOR POINTS TO REDS. ACTING SECRETARY OF NAVY . WHTEHALR. 
OF OPINION ASIATIC PEOPE5 CONTENT TO CAHRY ON NEGOTIATIONS INDEFINITELY. 
SECRETARY FRANK PACE A GREED WITH BRADLEY AND FEIN UN WCN ITS POINT IN 

STOPPING AGGRESSION AND PUSHING ENEMY BACK TO ITS OWN IAND AND-THESE POINTS 

: \ 

TO BE CONSIDERED IN PRESENT NEGOTIATIONS. PACE A ISO CONCERNED OVER BUILD¬ 
UP OF RED AIR FORCE. FREEMAN MA TTH EWS, OF STATE DEPARTMENT, OF OPINION 
JR OGRESS MADE ON PEACE NEGOTIATIONS AND STATE DEPT. AND MILITARY MEN ARE 
IN AGREEMENT ON NEGOTIATIONS. REIATIVE WESTERN EUROPE, SECRETARY LOVETT 
EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER FRENCH FINANCES AND STATED BRITAIN CANNOT MEET 
MILITARY COMMITMENTS* BIS OPINION GERMANY IS KEY TO BUIID-U? OF S TRENGT H 


OF WESTERN EUROPE. PACE STATED RE FOUND TROOP MORALE AID SPIRIT GOOD IN 








* 


t 


AUSTRIA AKD GERMANY. IAHDRY BEUEVES PRESIDENT CGREB9RT WITH PRESENT 


4 


POLICIES OF nm GOTIATIQHS . PRESIDENT STATED GIAD FOR THEIR USAS AKD 


BMEHASIZED there most be no eet-down. iandry does hot recall PRESIDENT 


N «wtW'4W"t» t *»**Wfcj** ***** 


CONVERSE WITH AHYCKE WEEIE 


OR IEAVUK} CCHFEREHOB. IANDRY STOPPED IE MAT CCHHOH.Y-S OFFICE, Am) JOE 

MEED flflffifWffi «pn SEE short ABC 


ISSUING PRES S HE LEAS E. AHCCRAL IEHHISaN AKD COKHOLLY WERE PEESEHT THEH. 
IANDRY SAID HO ADD SUGGESTED SHOOS SEE PHESU3EHE 06 LOVETO. IAOTBY 

. a rn . ym i ii i ni i iwin — ww m ww i wrtfm m H^n .. < 'Hi —111 nil mill nil H ii Ulllii i " ' Mi i -y« «■"'■ imiiw iw«pir *• 

KNOWS OF HOTHIHC BEING POT IN WRIT ING ABOUT THIS C C B PEH SH CE. ffB STATES 
HE HAS DISCUSSED IT WITH HO QBE H IT I KE^ ffffilfP gfl Bgi THEH. IAHDRY STATES 

NOT jg^OHAjXJ ^ H A P-B O C GBlAGg^qiB^DBBtf BBARSCfc M . 

JACK ANDERSON, IAST SAM PEARSON OVER CBE YEAR AGO. HAS HO INFORMATION 


COHBERNIHG POSSIBIZ SO0B0I OF IEAK OF INFORMATION. 
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FIFTYONE, TO JACK ANDERSON, LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON, ESP DASH 


X. (' JAMSS E * LAY»^JR^ EXECU TIVE SE C RETARY, NA TION AL SECURI IT 
COUNCIL. INTERVIEWED HIS OFFICE THIS DATE* HE FURNISHED 


COUNCI L T TNTBRvnflfBD HIS OFFIC E TH I S DAT E* HE FURNISHED 
GENERAL INFO AS TO TOPICS DISCUSSED AT PRESIDENT’S CONFERENCE 
MORNING OF DEC TEN LAST. LAY STATES HE TOOK PERSON AL NOTES AT 


CONFERENCE FOR BENEFIT OF PRESIDENT AND PLACED THEM IN LAY’S 

— ■*■ ■ • • mmm;-■ - •*»*»*•• •- * aw ■■ >• ,,......... ..... 


OFFICE SAFE. HE DESCRIBED NOTES’ AS PERSONAL PROPERTY OF 

— '■* *■*>« -— — t fj»if»ij 

PRESIDENT, THEREFORE NO REQUEST MADE BY INTERVIEWING AGENTS 
TO PRODUCE NOTES PENDING BUREAU AUTHORITY. LAY STA T ES HIS. 

* vc\*w»*js^ ».•*. ” "HHfR?*'*’- ' ■ ■■VQStft-£'&&&! mmmmimm***'**’ —' ™*i> •«* .Miraimr 


SECRETARY WOULD HAVE ACCESS TO SAFE BUT 


:m.BUT HE. 


PERSONALLI.PQBLB-imBEBET THEM*. LAY ApV£gg> HE. JBR^FED, HIS 


INDIVIDUALS PRESENT 


,M HIS 




ALTERNATE A ND,JBB353BS^JBPP^..- F^30NAl^iL^-VX^IiBjt^§^^«.^^ T ' IERs 
IN ORDE R THAT HE BE A S WELL INFORMED AS LAY. ?l LAY COMMENTED 


•AS FOLLOWS CONCERNING FOLLOWING PORTION 


T S. ALLEN 


ARTICLE AS REFLECTED IN NY TEL. QUOTE THE.UN CAN HAVE A 
CEASE FERE IN KOREA BUT AT FIE COST OF IMPORTANT CONCESSIONS 
TO THE REDS. THAT’S WHAT THE JOINT CHIEFS TOLD THE PRESIDENT 


PET/JAC :eak ' . 
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EXCEPT !flpSR£ SHOWN 

OTHERWISE. 
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IN THEIR BIG CONFERENCE WITH HIM AFTER HIS RETURN. GEN BRADLEY 
DECLARED THE PROTRACTED TRUCE NEGOTIATIONS HAVE REACHED THE 
POINT WHERE A FEW CONCESSIONS ON BOTH SIDES COULD BRING AN 
AGREEMENT IF THE COMMUNISTS REALLY WANT ONE. END QUOTE.. LAY 
DESCRIBED THIS, AS A GOOD SUMMATION OF BRADLEY’S IDEAS PRESENTED 
AT THE CONFERENCE. AS TO THE ALLEGED STATEMENT OF GEN 

.. . . 11 - -ki 

VANDENBERG IN ALLEN’S ARTICLE, QUOTE I WANT A CEASE FIRE IF 


ONE CAN BE WORKED OUT THAT IS FAIR AND PROPER. BUT I ^ON’T 


SEE HOW WE CAN SAFELY DO ANYTHING THAT WILL ENABLE THE REDS 
TO BUILD UP T HEIR AIR STRENGTH. THAT IS WHAT PERMITTING THEM 
TO BUILD AIR FIELDS WILL AMOUNT TO. SUCH BASES IN NORTH 
KOREA WILL BE OF GREAT COMBAT VALUE TO THEM IF THEY DECIDE TO 
BREAK THE TRUCE NEXT SPRING, WHICH I WOULDN’T PUT PAST THEM. 


UNQUOTE. L AY STATED THAT THIS Q. 
ERRONEOUS AND- -.WAS..-NOT .DISCUaS5D_„ 


IE CONFERENCE. 


ACCORDING TO LAY, VANDENBERG MADE NO SUCH STATEMENT AT r "HE 

—mi—rrm~ turn, riti-f mmt Mt —‘ rwc :*^...-■*.»•„» ***■**>,& ., . j - , . 

CONFERENCE, BUT INDICATED AGREEMENT WITH SUGGESTION OF GEN 

«■ •-•3^ **■*- •••••'''?: - • ■ -r- • ••• f V I j I , J| I lj...>[l||ll|g|WWTT1'l’ltlTTrrT •• 

BRADLEY THAT POSSIBLY CONCESSIONS ON AIR FIELDS MIGHT BE MADE 


rift**. 


IN THE FU TURE. LAY COULD NOT RECALL A STATEMENT ATTRIBUTED 
TO GEN J. LAWTON COLLINS THAT THE COMMUNISTS’ REFUSAL TO AGREE 
ON ROTATION OF TROOPS WAS QUOTE AN UNFAIR DEMAND AND THE ONLY 
REASON THE REDS ARE MAKING IT IS TO TRY TO FORCE US TO GIVE 
IN ON AIR FIELDS, END QUOTE. LAY FURTHER COULD NOT RECALL A 

- 2 - 
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STATEMENT ATTRIBUTED TO COLLINS BY ALLEN j£S. TO THE REPLACEMENT 
ISSUE THAT QUOTE THE REDS WOULD HAVE THE SAME RIGHT AS US 0|T 
THAT AND I DON'T SEE WHY THEY SHOULD OBJECT TO IT EXCEPT FOR 
TRADING PURPOSES. UNQUOTE. LAY DESCRIBED ALLEN'S REPORT AS TO 
THE PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT REGARDING CONCESSIONS AS AN 
EXCELLENT RESUME OF THE PRESIDENT'S ATTITUDE. LAY WAS OF THE 

. . 'V- ■■ ■ v —,,,. . |V .. r - dm^hi A ,» 

OPINION THAT INFORMATION RELATING TO THE PRESIDENT'S ATTITUDE 
AS TO CONCESSIONS COULD ONLY HAVE COME FROM SOMEONE ATTENDING 
, THE CONFERENCE INASMUCH AS HE DID NOT BELIEVE THAT SUCH ATTITUDE 
V[AS GLEARLY KNOWN TO ANYONE UNTIL THE CONFERENCE. UNDERSECRETARY. 
OF SIfTE JAMES E. WEBB AND ASS'T SECRETAR Y OF STATE H. FREEMAN 
MATTHEWS INTERVIEWED DEC FOURTEEN LAS T. BOTH FURNIS HED G ENERAL 

ROBERT S. 

ALLEN ARTICLE NOT AVAILABLE THAT DATE AND THUS THEIR REACTIONS 
. ; .THERETO NOT KNOWN AT PRESENT. EFFORTS WILL BE MADE TO DISCUSS 
SAID ARTICLE EARLY NEXT WEEK. 
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DIRECTOR 
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FI FT Y ONE, TA..JACE.ANDERSON, IEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON, ESPIONAGE DAS&lr 
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Mr. Rosen——— 
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AIMIRAL 







ADVISED HE ATTENDED WHITE HOUSE 


M* FBCHEEIEB, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERA TIONS., ON INTERVIEW, 

THIRTY A M , MONDAY. DECEMBER 


TEILIAST, AISO ATTENDED BY MESSRS. LOVETT, VHTBSHAIR, RACE, FINUCTTER; 
GENERA IS BRADIEY, C OLEINS AND VANDEHBERG, AS WEIL AS MESSRS. WEBB AND 
MATTHEWS, STATE DEPT. AISO PRESENT, IN ADDITION, WERE MR. LAY, ADMIRAL 
DENNISON, ADMIRAL IANDRY, GENERAL VAUGHAN AND GEBBAL CABELL. FECHTEIER 
RECALLED ALL PRESENT WERE SEATED WHEN PRESIDENT ARRIVED, AND AFTER 
SHAKING HANDS AND PERSONALLY GREETING EVERYONE IN ROCM OPENED TEE MEETING. 
GEN. BRADIEY, AS FIRST SPEAKER, GAVE A RESUME OF THE MILITARY SITUATION 
IN KOREA, DISCUSSED THE GROUND SITUATION, CCM4ENIED ON THE AIR BUIID-UP 
OF THE COMMUNISTS FORCES AND MENTIONED THE NAVY AND AIR INTERDICTION 
IN THE EASTERN SECTION. FOLLOWING GEN. BRADIEY, MR. LOVETT SPOKE, IN 
GENERAL DETAILS, CONCERNING THE PROGRESS OF THE KOREAN PEACE NEGOTIATIONS 
AND BROUGHT CUT THAT ALL WERE EXASPERATED BY THE SLOWNESSj HOWEVER, SOME 
PROGRESS HAD BEEN MADE THOUGH NOT AS FAST AS WE WISHED. ACCORDING TO 
FECHTEIER, THE PRESIDENT PROCEEDED AROUND THE CONFERENCE TABLE ASKING 
FOR VIEWS OF THE STATE DEPT., AND MR. WEBB BEPB HRB D TO MR. MATTHEWS, WHO 
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'iso. 
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SP&KE BRIEFLY, DETAIIS ROT RECALLED. THEREAFTER, HR. FIRL ETTER MENTIONED 
THE IMPORTANCE IH GETTING AH ARMISTICE AND MENTIONED THE IMPORTMCE IK 
ROT PER M ITTI N G CCMMUNISTS TO REBUILD THEIR AIRFIELDS. AIM. FECBTEIZR 
STATED HE NEXT YOKED IIS MISGIVINGS RE PROPOSALS OF THE STATE DEPT. 

TO HAVE THE SIXTEEN NATICHS OF THE UN MAKE CERTAIN THREATS TO THE 
COMMUNISTS AS TO WHAT WOULD BE DONE IF THEY VIOLATED THE TERMS OF THE 

• ':' 4 ■ 

ARMISTICE, AND HE RECALLED, AT THIS POINT, EITHER MR. WEBB OR MR. MATTHEWS 
OF THE STATE DEPT. VOICED SOME DISAGREEMENT WITH AIM. FBCHTEIER AND 
INDICATED TEAT X THREAT OF RETALIATION WOULD BE SOME DETE R R EN T TO THE 
COMMUNISTS SHOULD THEY VTOIATE THE TEEMS OF THE AIM3BT3DE. FBCHTEIEB 
STATED, APPARENTLY, SOME PIACE IN THE CONFERENCE THERE WAS SOME QUESTION 
AS TO THEIR ABILITY TO HOID OUT IN KOREA, AND GENERAL COILJHS TOOK SOME 
EXCEPTION AND MADE A STATEMENT TO THE EFFECT THAT THE COMMUNISTS CAN-T 
RUN US COT OF KOREA. AIM, FBCHTEIER RECALLED GENERAL VAHLENBERG TALKED 
ABOUT THE RUSSIAN MIGS PAREN RUSSIAN AIRPLANES UNPAHEN, AND IN REIATION 
TO THE MIGS AND THE PRESENT BUILD-UP OF THE COMMUNISTS AIR FORCES, GEN. 
VANDENBERG POINTED OUT THE VUINERABIUTY OF OUR AIR FORCES IN HEIATTON 
TO THE BUILD-UP OF COMMUNISTS AIR FIE IDS. FBCHTEIER STATED MR. WHITEHAIR 
AISO MADE A SHORT TAIK, ALTHOUGH ON MATTERS GENERALLY NOT PABTICUIARLY 
IMPORTANT TO THE POINTS UNDER DISCUSSION. HE AISO RECALLED THESE WAS 
SOME DISCUSSION CF THE SITUATION IN EUROPE AND RECALLED MR. PACE GAVE 
A GLOWING REPORT OR THE MORA IE OF OUR FORCES IN EBpOBE. AIM. FBCHTEIER. , 
POINTED CO T HE.QATHERBauAT -THIg SOMB-PRIYASB- 









PRIOR COHVERSATIOBS WITH HRESHE TO TRUMAN OVER T HE.POINTS- Ig , DISCUSSION 

AND HE EXPRESSED THE BELIEF THAT INSTANT CONFERENCE WAS A SORT OF WINDOW 

■ i „ , . L iimum “ ■ * i 'irl winii i — . 


TYRUKfiTir^ ynRMAI.TZlL THrJgQIJG.Y. F BCBTEIER WAS COGNIZANT THA T JACK. 
ANDERSON, HSABSCN LEG-MAN, HAD PREPARED A COLUMN RELATIVE TO THIS CONFERENCE, 

.... - . - • .. Inin nr f i i''"- , rniirrtfiirt^ i flriTi|rr- 


HAVING LEARNED TEES ON WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER TWEIVE, FRCM DAN KIMBALL, 

<—i tmmmm mi row mmrnmmmm i wa-f.*■ '***>»**'«.-.'*"■■ -■■--•* ■ ^mmnnHii Ihtia-w wni ■ 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. FECHTEIER ADVISED HE DID NOT KNOT DREW PEARSON, 
ANDERSON OR ANY PEARSON EMPLOYEES, AND HAD NO SUGGESTION AS TO HCW IEAK 

i i i i m i ii i r ~Tff i w i r- J ~-* - - < * , -'* Ji “^- ax -‘~"™" 1 —“"" ■■■ ■ ■ m***#**™^' .........,.. 

MAY HAVE OCCURRED* ALTHOUGH FECHTEIER CONFIDENTIALLY POINTED COT THAT 

^..o. .. ... ... . .. 


FECHTEIER AISO COHFIBBBTIALLY POINTED OUT 




HE SHARED THE GENERAL FEELING THAT SECURITY AT THE STATE DEPT. WAS NOT 


\ 1( .x 


ALL THAT CCXJID BE DESIRED, ALTHOUGH HE POINTED OUT HE WAS MAKING NO 




INFERENCES OR ACCUSATIONS, AND AGAIN INSISTED HE HAD NO SUGGESTIONS AS 


TO HOW INSTANT IEAK MAY HAVE OCCURRED. ADMIRAL FECHTEIER WAS MADE COGNIZANT 




OF THE COLUMN BY ROBERT S. AUER IN THE NEW YORK POST DECEMBER THIRTEEN, 
WHICH WAS BASED UPON THE WHITE HOSE CONFERENCE, AND ALTHOUGH FECHTEIER 
ADVISED HE COUID NOT VERIFY ANY OF THE CONTENTS AS TO ACTUAL QUOTATIONS 


HE CONSIDERED THE ALIEN COLUMN TO BE SUBSTANTIALLY AN ACCURATE REPORT 




OF THE 


si ,® 

PREPARED ONLY TH ROUGH THE ASS! 


EF IT MOST 
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PRESENT. A FTER GOING OVER TEE ALIEN COEOMN, FECHBIER CCHCEUDED EE 
CODID SEE NO INACCURACIES IN IT. 

MAJOR GENERAL CHARLES P. CABELL, USAF, JOINT CHIEFS CP STAFF, 

- ~ 1j j d WW WiW t v, gtxM^w****^ 

DECEMBER TEN* THAT 


A DVISED HE ATTENDED THE WHI TE 
THIS EXE THE FIRST ESDI CONFERENCE HE EVES ATTENDED AND DID SO ONLY AS AN 



QB3BTTO ABCTOflg J». 


DI3CUSSI0HE. OBBUL CABELL WAS DHABIE 


TO RECALL SH8CIF3CALLY WHAT WAS SAID, BY WHCH AID IN WHAT CIDER THE 


1 '■* 



CABELL WAS UNAWARE THAT INSTANT 
INVESTIGATION HAD BEEN UNDERTAKEN, ALSO UNAWARE THAT ANY ALLEGED LEAK 
HAD OCCURRED CONCERNING THE RESIDENTIAL CONFERENCE, CABELL ADVISED HE 


DID NOT KNOW DREW PEARSON EXCEPT BELIEVES HE . 

^■ i ■■.**■*»** -w$r,?.#:?3S3fEagast^ 


(SHE OCCASION A LONG TIME AGO AND PROBABLY WGUID 

. rw mw*w- v -m?.V-'m- v 


__ CASUA LLY ON 

KNOW BY SIGHT; DOES 


NOT KNOW JACK ANDERSON OR ANY OTHER PEARSON EMPLOYEE. IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE DI9CUBSICN AT THE CONFERENCE, CABELL ADVISED HE COUID NOT RECALL 
ANY MENTION MADE ABOUT EXTENDING THE CEASE FIRE NEGOTIATIONS DEADLINE, 

AND SAID HE DID NOT THINK TEE PRESIDENT OR ANYONE EISE PRESENT MENTIONED 


THIS. HE SAID THERE MIGHT HAVE KEEN A QUESTION POSED BY 8CMECNE IN ATTENDANCE 
CONCERNING WHAT WOUH> HAPPEN WHEN THE TH I RTY DAY DEADLINE WAS PASSED, 

AND NO AGREEMENTS REACHED, BUT CABELL POINTED OUT THAT QUESTION HAD 
ARD3XN MABY TIMES PREVIOUSLY, IN VARIOUS JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF MEETINGS 

t: • ... 

ATTENDED BY CABELL, AND HE COUID NOT RECALL THAT THAT POINT WAS MENTIONED 
AT THE IRES IDE H TIA L CONFERENCE. THE TEXT OF THE COLUMN OF ROBERT S. ALIEN 
IN THE NEW YORK POST DECEMBER THIRTEEN LAST WAS BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION CP 
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*V> 




GENERAL CABELL, ABB HE EXPRESSED THE BELIEF IT WAS HOT AN ACCURATE 
ACCOUNT OF THE HWCEEDINGS IB THE PRESIDENTIAL CONFERENCE. FCR INSTANCE, 
CABELL POINTED OUT THAT HE BELIEVES THE C CHMBHTS ATT R IB UT ED TO GENERAL 
COLLINS IB THE ALIEN COLOMN WERE MORE IB UBS WITH THINGS GENERAL COLLINS 
HAD SAID PREVIOUSLY, INC HIDING CCKMEBTS HADE BY HIM AT FORMER CHEEFBCF 
STAFF ^MEETINGS. CABELL BEIIEVED THE STATEMENT ATTRIBUTED BY ALIEN TO 
PRESIDENT TRUMAN WAS ACCURATE IB SUBSTANCE, BUT WAS NOT A VERBATIM ACCOUNT* 
IN APPRAISAL OF THE ALIEN COLUMN, CABELL SEATED IT CONTAINED A CCHTUnJOUS 

<*—wafcMMinw mmrnimm nii i rimiiiH'flMMBfci, ^ ■_ ..... 


THREAD 


TO INDICATE ALIEN HAD AN HSFCBMANT WHO AT. 


iMfiiK.ii 


THE CONFERENCE. 


CABELL POODITED COT SOME OF THOSE IB ATTENDANCE AT THE_„ 

-- - 


NOT KNOWN TO HIM ; AISO OTHERS WERE NOT INTIMATELY SHORN TO HEM, BUT BE 
COULD NOT SUQCSBT AB Y PSRSCH OR PERS ONS A TfENqTHfr r.fWWgHKHBB AS 
BATING BEEN KESPOBSIBIE FOR ANY IEAK. 


HOOD 
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m $ AUBCED LEAK FROM WHITE HOOSE C OW HSH Pgg IBOBCBBR TEN, 1 Mr. Nease-. 

/Q Miss Gandy— 

to jack-andersor, muauLsm mm pearson, espicnage dashIx^-—— 


w b (gas H T 


rat mm pearson, espicnage m 


presidential ah® general harry tat 


DHABI 


STANDPOINT OP SECURITY. STATE DEPT.-WE AKEST O F ACL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS 


THIS AREA, 
I2AK OP un 


1 SPECIFIC TO INDICATE STATE DEFT. INVOICED IN 

*'•• - -- -" •Vr il * !M *TT! 1 ^ pi n- . ,,,>,, -w v . .... 

INVESTIGATION* VAUGHAN WAS FUHNI8HBD MATERIAL 


C ONTAINED IN AUER ABMBB S. APPEARING IN NEW YORK POST DBCSMBER THIRTEEN, 

AND HJFOEMS MATERIAL,WHIIE NOT CONSISTING QUOTES OF STATEMENTS AND 
> ' 

VIEWS EXPRESSED AT COHERENCE, IS EXTREMELY ACCDRATE, AND STATES IT WOULD 

BE qpom MIRACULOUS UNQUOTE IP THE I N DIV I DU AL WRITING IT DID SO WITHOUT 

»*...■ ^ , ,. Ifllfiinitn I I I iilWiin WWW ‘v:ts«w*-J.-. war. • v- >c . , ^ 5 *,...• 

ACTUALLY HAVING ATTENDED THE CCBPEHEHCE OR WITHOOT HAVING ACCESS TO A 
PERSON WHO DID ATTEND. D ENIES ANY TYPE CP PE RTINENT CONTAC T WITH PEARSON 




CP YEARS. 


SECRETARY CP THE ARMY FRANK PACE HH35RVI 




IRAK.' THE ARTE! IS PREPARED BY ROBERT S. ALIEN WAS READ TO PACE, AND HE 


AMpRD THAT BE COUID NOT FURNISH ANY INFORMATION HEIATIVE TO THE ALLEGED 


ADVISED THAT IT WAS POSSIBLE THAT 


ifcjllBii* WteM. 


[AT SOMEONE, WHO WAS NOT IN ATTENDANCE, 

'fm^n wrnmmmi ^ \i n«j w w i iw < w> 

m iv Wm »7T 

T THIS WAS IMPROBABIE* HE STATED THAT THE 

mrrr'-^HTitfrrthr^iTi-ri^ mu m-nnr i T n ‘ 'TiaiitM i ini i,/ n 

s T'*>- *Ul ■' t.‘ l " ■ L 
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MATERIAL AHEARIHO IN TBS ARTICLE WAS SUBSTANTIALLY TEAT WITCH WAS DISCUSSED 
AT THE CONFERENCE. HOWEVER, HE STATED THAT THE UffCJBIATICH AT TRIB U TED 
TO GENERAL COLLINS WIT® RESPECT TO QUOTE UNTIL HELL FREEZES OVER UNQUOTE 


DEFINITELY WAS HOT STATED BY GENERAL COLLINS. PACE ADVISED THAT HE HAS 



ATO HAS NOT SEEN C3R TAIHBD TO ANY OF FE ABBOT -S EMPLOYEE S QR ASSOCIATES 
FOR T HE PAST THREE MONTHS . DENIES THAT HE HAS DISCUSSED THE CONFERENCE 
WITH ANYONE OTHER SHAN POSSIBLY SECRETARY LOVETT OR SECRETARY F I NI B TT B R. 
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*U WfOR«AI' ON CONTAtMEU 

'■■'SSSii&St 

ATTENTION INSPECTOR CARL HEflNRI'CH. . 

COLUMN OF . ROBERT S ;. ALLEN*■ N. Y, POST DEC., THIRTEEN FIFTYONS, REF 
TEL CALL INSPECTOR HENURICK DEC FOURTEEN LAST, NY POST "BLUE FINAL" 
EDITION DEC THIRTEEN LAST CONTAINS COLUMN OF ALLEN WHICH/ IS QUOTED 
AS FOLLOUES "PJCDS- CEASE-FIRE TERMS IF# G. BY ROBERT S, ALLEN - • 
WASHINGT ON, DEC, THIRTEEN - THE UM CAN HAVE A CEASE FIRE IN KOREA, 

3UT AT THE COST OF IMPORTANT CONCESSIONS TO THE REDS. 

THAT-S 'THAT THE JOINT CHIEFS TOLD THE PRESIDENT IN THEIR BIG 
CONFERENCE tfITB HIM AFTER HIS RETURN? ' GEN,.. BRADLEY DECLARED THE' POR* 
TRACTED TRUCE NEGOTIATIONS HAVE REACHED THE POINT "WHERE A FEW'- CON-'. 
CESSIONS ON BOTH SIDES COULD BRING AM AGREEMENT IF THE COMMUNISTS 
REALLY WANT ONE." 

.. "WHAT DO THEY ¥ ANTIQUE ST I ON MARK 1 * ASKED THE PRESIDNT* • 

"THE DEADLOCK GETS DOOM TO THIS,” EXPLAINED BRADLEY. "WE ARE DE¬ 
MANDING THE RIGHT TO CONTINUE TO ROTATE OUR TROOPS AS ,.WE HAVE BEEN - 
DOING FOR MONTHS, . THE REDS ARE FLATLY REFUSING TO ALLOW THAT. THEY 
ARE INSISTING ON A COMPLETE FREEZE. ON REPLACEMENTS AND WEAPONS. BUT 
THEY._HAVE INDICATED'THEY MOULD MAKE CONCESSIONS ON THAT IF WE MILL 
ALL ON THEM TO BUILD SOME AIRFIELDS IN NORTH KOREA., HE HAVE REFUSED 
TO DO THAT. OBVIOUSLY, THEY .ARE USING ,THE ROTATION ISSUE TO. THY TO 
BREST CONCESSIONS FROM US ON THE' AIRFIELD' fg ' 

end of- page ^ 
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PAGE TWO 

GEN. ff0YT VAWDEMBEHG VIGbSOtJStV OPPOSED GIVING ANY GROUND ON 

that* ' V ‘ ■/ ; V . ^ ' / _ 

*1 mm A .CEASE FIRE., IF ONE CAN BE FORKED OUT THAT, IS FAIR AND. 
PROPER,” DECLARED THE,AIR CHIEF OF STAFF. ”3UTI DON-T SEE HON WE 
CAN SAFELY DO ANYTHING THAT WILL ENABLE THE REDS TO BUILD UP THEIR 
AIR STRENGTH. . THAT IS WHAT PERMITTING THEN TO BUILD AIRFIELDS 
WILL AMOUNT TO, SUCH BASES IN NORTH KOREA 111 LL BE. OF GREAT COMBAT 
VALUE' TO THEM, IF THEY DECIDE TO' BREAK THE. TRUCE. NEXT SPRING^ WHICH 
I WOULBN-T PUT PAST THEM. . 

V. GEN. J* LAWTON COLLINS WAS INCLINED. TO FAVOR SOME TERMS ON THE AIR¬ 
FIELD DISPUTE.* HE THOUGHT SOMETHING/COULD BE WORKED OUT ON,THAT. 

BUT THE ARMY CHIEF OF STAFF NAS ADAMANT JN INSISTING THE COMMUNISTS 
BE.REQUIRED TO AGREE TO ROTATION OF UN GROOPS. 

•THAT WOULD BE A SERIOUS BLOW TO THE MORALE OF OUR MEN,* COLINS 
ARGUED. ”1 AM STRONGLY OPPOSED TO ANY CONCESSION ON THAT* IT IS 
AN UNFAIR DEMAND, AND THE ONLY REASON THE REDS ON MAKING IT IS TO.TRY 
TO FORCE US TO GIVE IN ON.'AIRFIELDS*. 

”QUR ARMY CAN HOLD THE PRESENT LINE UNTIL HELL FREEZES OVER, 

AND I AM FLATLY OPPOSED TO GIVING THE SLIGHTEST GROUND ON THE REPLACE¬ 
MENT ISSUE, THE REDS WOULD HAVE THE SAME RIGHT AS US ON THAT, AND I 
DON-T.. SEE W!rY_THEY SHOULD OBJECT TO IT, EXCEPT FOR TRADING PURPOSES,”~ 
END OF PAGE TWO ‘ ' • • ; .V. ' 








PAGE THREE 

BRABLEY AGREED ITK COLLXiJS, BUT EHPHASIZED THE IMPORTANCE OF 
MOT ALLOWING THE COMMUNISTS TO BUILD UP A POWERFUL AIRFORCE. 

PRESIDENT TRUMAN LISTENED INTENTLY TO THE MILITARY LEADERS AMD 
SAID NOTHING UNTIL THEY FINISHED* THEM HE TOLD THEM- 

"AS YOU KNOW I AM.VERY ANXIOUS Tp BRING THE FIGHTING TO AN END 
IF THAT IS POSSIBLE. BUT I MILL NOT AGREE TO CONCESSIONS' TO THE ;C0MH- 
UNISTS THAT ME MAY REGRET LATER ON* t'JE WANT TO BE VERY CAREFUL THAT 
ME DO NOT. SELL OURSELVES SHORT IN OUR EAGERNESS TO, SECURE A TRUCE FOR 
OUR MEN.” ■. V ' •• •' . 

dt.'. -. .. •' '• •• ;• • . •_ ; .... .*■ ; ,, ; • • V ? ■ 

‘ t ALSO DISCUSSED MS. THE QUESTION OF BUILDING UP THE SOUTH .KOREAN ' 
ARMY* AS THIS COLUMN HAS REPORTED NAS PROPOSED BY GENERAL RIDGUAY. • 
*>:•'COPY OF COLUMN/MAILED BUREAU DECEMBER FIFTEEN 
SCHEIDT 

'END _ y . . •’ ' •’ '• • - • /' . y . . \ .. ’ vj ■ ’; ‘ 

tii-'k. x m lea V. 
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DREiTHEARSGN, AIIEG35D IEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE DEC T EH FIFTY 
ai®*TO^0^£®BOH7lEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARS^^JSFIOHAGB! DASHX., eQfc 




(WILLIS MAT THEWS), AID TO C SN OMAR BRADLEY^ A DVISE D THAT UPGR THE HETUR^j(^) 

OF j j BRADIEY F ROM W HITE HOPSE ABOU T SIX THIR T Y Bt WEDNESDAY DEO _ 

TWEHTE, BRADLEY ADVISEp MATTHEWS AND COL CH ESTER Y. CU3TCN, PRESS j _ 

HEIATIOHS OFFICER FOR JOUST CHIEFS OF STAFF, TBttT PRES THUMAN WAS GREATLY 
CONCERNED OVER FACT THAT DREW PEARS ON PO SSESS ED KNO WIEDQB OF WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE OH MONDAY DECEMBER TEH AHD THAT A COLUMN HAD BEEN PREEARED 
CONTAINING DETAIIS OF THAT CONFERENCE. BEFORE ANDERSON ARRIVED GEN. 

BRADLEY TELEPHONED SBC ROBERT LOVETT AND FRANCIS P. WHTTEHAIR AND DISCUSSED 
LEAK AHD PRESIDENTS CONCERN. COL MATTHEWS STATED MAT TER OF CONCERN TO 
COL CUFTON, PRESS OFFICER, AND HE WAS IN AN D OUT CONFERENCE ROOM 
DURING ANDERSONS VISIT, HOWEVER, HE RECALLED THAT GEN BRADLEY HAD 

• ^u uia«~i i ■gwHHuw.r »«»* tr+r 

READ ALOUD THE COLUMN TEXT REIATING TO INSTANT GCRFERENCE AND HE 


REMEMBERED THAT REFERENCE WAS MADE TO THE P RE SI DEN TS ENTERING THE WHITE 


HOUSE CONFERENCE ROCM, SHAKING HANDS WITH Ev lHTBQDY AN D A REFERENCE TO HIS 
SUNTAN WAS MADE. HE ADVISED THAT HIS REOO UBCTIflN WAS THAT THE PRESIDENT 
WA9 QUOTED RATHER FREELY AHD IT WAS INDICATED THE INFORMATION EMANATED 

' -Jv- _ _. r 

.. - i m -T--- —• ....«>>■> 

FROM A SOURCE CLOSE TO THE WHITE HOUSE OR AN INFORMED SOURCE. HE RBCALIXD THERE 


ftCC i' 

CEG/MAT teem :ddj 

65-6060 

EXCEPT WHEffifs SOWN 1 

'TU'CTrmrT' A " 
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WAS reference' to cease fire and that he president was opposed to the 

COMMUNISTS REBUILDING AIR FIELDS, ROADS, ETC. HE DID NOT RECALL ANY 
MENTION WAS MADE OF EXCHANGE OF PRISONERS. COL MATTHEWS STATED THERE 
WERE TWO ITEMS WHICH WERE PARTICULARLY OBJECTIONABLE TO GEN BRADLEY AND 
ANDERSON AGREED HE WOULD DELETE ANYTHING CONSTITUTING SECURITY VIOLATIONS. 

HE STATED HE REMEMBERED ONE OBJECTIONABLE ITEM IN WHICH IT WAS STATED THAT 
WE ARE ANXIOUS FOR AN ARMISTICE AND WOULD GO TO ALMO ST ANY LENGTH. FURTHER, 
THE PRESIDENT HAD URGED THAT WE NOT GO AND MAK E ANY FOOLISH MISTAKE THERE- 
AFTER. MATTHEWS COULD NOT RECALL THE^SECOND ITEM.. HE INDICATED GEN BRADLEY 
DID NOT COMMENT ON JTHE TRUTH OR ACCURACY OF COLUM AND STATED THAT HE, COL 
MATTHEWS, URGED GEN BRADLEY TO CIRCLE WITH A PENCIL THE OBJECTIONABLE ITEMS 
WHICH GENERAL BRADLEY DID. HE STATED THE MEETING WITH ANDERSON ENDED 
AMICaBLY AND IT WAS AGREED THAT THE COLUMN WAS NOT HARMFUL AS CORRECTED. 


COLJXIFTON, WHO IS INTIMATELY ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRESS, A ND AND ERSON 
PARTKULARLYj:UKNISHED MORE COMPLETE INFORMATION. HE CONFIRMED THE ABOVE 
REGARDING ARRIVAL OF GEN BRaDLEY FROM WHITE HOUSE AT SIX THERIY PM DEC 
TWELVE AND STATED GEN ERADLEY HAD RELATED THAT ANDERSON HAD VISITED FRANCIS 
WHITEHAIR THE PREVIOUS DAY ON PRETEXT OF WANTING TO MEET HIM AND THEN 
| PRODUCED A PAPER AND READ A DESCRIPTION OF WHAT TRANSPIRED AT THE PRESIDENTIAL 
CONFERENCE. IN THIS, ANDERSON DIRECTLY QUOTED ADM WILLIAM FECHTELER 
AND GEN HOYT VANDENBERG WHICH ALARMED WHITEHAIR WHO REPORTED THE MATTER TO 
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WO 6060 


I THE PRESIDENT. COL CLIFTON STATED HI THE LATE AFTERNOON DEC TWELVE GEN 
BRADLEY VISITED WHITE HOUSE TO CLEAR A CABLE TO GEN RIDGWAY AND WAS INFORMED 


OF THE LEAK BY THE PRESIDENT WHO WAS GREATLY DISTURBED . GEN BRADLEY VOLUNTEERED 
TO HANDLE THE MATTER AS THE PRESIDENT FELT THE STORY NIGHT UPSET THE ENTIRE 
TRUCE NEGOTIATIONS. GEN BRADLEY RELATED WHITEHAIR HAD CALLED PEARSON CONCERNING 
\ THE COLUMN AND PEARSON DECLARED NOTHING IN THE COLUMN ENDANGERED SECURITY AND 

f .... ..* ‘ ■-■»'•■■■** f-rt-fc*****ir^K’-'. . 

I ADDING THE COLUMN HAD jlLREADY BEEN DISPATCHED. COL CLIFTON STATED HE DEEMED 

i 

t 

I IT ADVISABLE TO VERIFY THIS AND CONTACTED RUSS WIGGINS, -WASHINGTON POST, WHO 

8 " .. .' ■ ' . 

* INFORMED HIM THE STORY DID NOT APPEAR IN COLUMNS PREPARED FOR PUBLICATION 
DEC THIRTEEN AND FOURTEEN. CLIFTON THEREAFTER CONTACTED ANDERSON MID TOLD 

^ ^ ... L . i. .lii i n»i ii ii -^t*******^ #■ * 

ANDERSON THERE WAS GREAT ALARM OVER THE COLUMN WHICH ENDANGERED TIE PEACE 
NEGOTIATIONS. IN REPLY ANDERSON TOLD CLIFTON IF THERE WAS ANYTHING IN THE 
COLUMN THAT WAS A VIOLATION OF SECURITY HE DID NOT WANT TO PUBLISH IT. 

ANDERSON AGREED TO BRITO 'HE COLUMN OVER TO GEN DUDLEYS OFFICE AND GO OVER 
AND SAID HE WOULD DO SO IF IN EXCHANGE COL CLIFTON WOULD TELL HIM HOW 
I CLIFTON HAD FOUND OUT ABOUT THE COLUMN. TO JHIS CLIFTON. r SAID HE AGREED. 

SHORTLY THEREAFTER ANDERSON CAME OVER TO THE PENTAGON TO GEN BRADLEYS 
OFFICE AND HERE IN THE PRESENCE OF GEN BRADLEY, ANDERSON, CLIFTON AND COL 

•M* . 

MATTHEW^ THE COLUMN WAS READ ALOUD BY GEN BRADLEY. GEN BRADLEY POINTED TO 
HO ITEMS IN THE COLUMN HIGH OEM BRADLEY CONSIDERED DANGEROUS AS REFLECTING 


THINKING AT HIGH LEVEL WHICH WOULD LEAD COMMUNISTS TO BELIEVE WE WERE TOO 
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ANXIOUS FOR AN ARMISTICE. CLIFTON STATED THE COLUMN INDICATED THAT TITS 
PRESIDENT COMMENTED ¥E SHOULD DO EVERYTHING VIE CAN TO OBTAIN A CEASE FIRE 
BUT SHOULD MAKE NO CONCESSIONS THAT HE WILL REGRET LATER. HE STATED GEN 
BRADLEY FELT THIS SHOULD BE CHANGED AND IT WAS AGREED THAT THE FIRST PORTION 
SHOULD BE DELETED AND MADE TO READ THAT THE PRESIDENT COMMENTED WE SHOULD 
NOT MAKE ANY CONCESSIONS WHICH WE WOULD REGRET LATER. UJE SECOND OBJECTIONABLE 


ITEM INDICATED THAT VIE WOULD GRANT AN EXTENSION OF A FEW DAYS IF DETAILS WERE 




| NOT WORKED OUT BY DEC 1WEN1Y SEVEN FIFTY ONE. GEN BRADLEY INSISTED THIS 
SHOULD 33 CHANGED AND FADE TO READ: UNDOUBTEDLY THERE Will, BE SOME DETAILS 
THAT WILL HAVE TO BE WORKED OUT AFTER THE DEC TWENTY SEVEN DEADLINE. 

FOLLOWING THE TWO CORRECTIONS AT FIE PLACES MARKED ON THE TEXT BY GEN BR1DLEY 
AS COL MATTHEWS HAS STATED IT WAS AGREED ALL AROUND THAT THE COLUMN WOULD NOT 
BE HARMFUL AND IN FACT MIGHT BE HELPFUL. ALTHOUGH GEN BRADLEY DID NOT APPROVE 
OR DISAP PROVE THE PUBLICATION AND DID NOT AFFIRM OR DENY THE TRUTH OR ACCURACY 
OF THE STATEMENTS/ THE CORRECTIONS IMPOSED ON HIM BY ANUERSONS PRESENTATION 
IN EFFECT CONSTITUTED AN APPROVAL. COL CLIFTON INDICATED THIS IS NECESSARY 
ROUTINE HAND' IMG OF STORIES WHICH CONSTITUTE ACCOMPLISHED SCOOPS OF NEWS AND 
ALTHOUGH THEY ARE UN'RLE TO' PREVENT PUBLICATION THEY ENDEAVOR TO PROTECT 
NATIONAL INTEREST BY PERSUADING REPORTERS NOT TO PUBLISH ANY ITEMS WHICH WOULD 


ENDANGER NATIONAL SECURITY. COL CLIFT ON ALSO RECA LLED THE. Cflr.iTMN ^NTT n wCT> 
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( THE PRESIDENTS ENTRANCE INTO THE CONFERENCE ROOM WHERE HE GREETED 
EVERYONE IN GOOD SPIRITS AND ASKED QUOTE H$W DO YOU ALL LIKE MY 
SUNTAN UNQUOTE. HE ALSO RECALLED AN IT EM S UBHEADED QUOTE SILENT 
ADMIRAL UNQUOTE WHICH QUOTED A STATEMEN#BY ADM FECHTELER THAT 
THE NAVY STANDS READY TO CARRY ON ITS PART IN THE KOREAN WAR IF 
4 |CALLED ON ANY TIME, ANY PLACE AND UNDER ANY CONDITIONS. COL 
CLIFTON ADVISED IN DEALING WITH ANDERSON THE LATTER STATED HE 
HAD MORE DETAILS THAN SET FOR Iff IN THE COLUMN AND MENTIONED TWO 

( ITEMS, ONE QUOTING GEN COLLINS CONCERNING ROTATION OF TROOPS AND 
WHAT SHOULD BE DONE ABOUT IT. ANOTHER QUOTED SEN VANDENBERG 
CONCERNING HOW -THE AIR WAR WOULD AFFECT US. ANDERSON CLAIMED 
THAT HE HAD OMITTED THESE ITEMS AS AFFECTING SECURITY. COL 
CLIFTON STATED THE COLUMN OF ROBERT S. ALLEN IN THE NY DAILY 
MIRROR LAST NIGHT DEC THIRTEEN FIFTY ONE CONTAINED A FULL RESUME 
OF THE WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE AND IN FACT WENT INTO GREATER 

DETAIL THAN DID THE PEARSON COLUMN. CLIFTON EXPRESSED THE OPINION 

. . ... -- 

j THAT ALLEN HAD SCOOPED PEARSON BY TWO DAYS AND IN ADDITION TO THE 

j .• -<_>. . .. . ._ - . mm**' p * 

MATERIAL USED BY ANDERSON IN THE ORIGINAL COLUMN BEFORE DELETION 

. '. ._.. ...... 

OF TWO ITEMS BY GEN BRADLEY. THE COLUMN IN THE NY MIRROR BY 

\ ALLEN ALSO CONTAINED THE TWO QUOTATIONS FROM GEN COLLINS AND FROM 

GEN VANDENBERG, WHICH QUOTATIONS JACK ANDERSON HAD DECLINED TO 

| j 1 USE ON THE GROUNDS OF SECURITY. COL CLIFTON STATED HE HAD 

I DISPLAYED THIS COLUMN TO CLAYTON FRITCHEY, CHIEF OF PUBLIC 
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INFORM. 11 ON, DEPT OF DEFENSE, WHO INFORMED CLIFTON HE WAS FAMILIAR 
WITH THE MATTER, THAT HE WAS AT THE HOME OF DREW PEARSON PLAYING 
BRIDGE ON THE EVENING OF DEC TWELVE WHEN ANDERSON CALLED PEARSON 
TO INFORM HIM OF THE CALL RECEIVED FROM GEN BRADLEYS OFFICE. 
FRITCHEY RELATED TO CLIFTON THAT PEARSON HAD DISPLAYED A COPY OF 


THE COLUMN TO FRITCHEY WHO EXPRESSED THE OPINION TH AT IT WAS NOT 
HARMFUL. LATER AFTER THE CHANGES WERE MADE UPON OBJECTION BY 
GEN^ADLEY AS RELATED BY CLIFTON TO FRITCHEY, CLIFTON STATED 
FRITCHEY EXPRESSED THE OPINION HE DID NOT SEE ANYTHING WRONG WITH 

i . . . . .jii 

PUBLISHING THE COLTMN ,,INJ^31^L.FpRM. IN CONCLUSION COL CLIFTON 
REMARKED THAT HE WAS FAMILIAR WITH PEARSONS STYLE OF WRITING AND 


INFORMATION TECHNIQUES AND BELIEVED THE SOURCE OF INSTANT LEAK 

‘ .• ■* ty. •• • •> ... . v. .. 


WAS SOME INDIVIDUAL WHO ATTENDED THE PRESIDENTS CONFERENCE. 

• '=-• . „• >*# * **# # #*■ ■ 

, . . - •< ' • ....... ... . . - . 

COL CLIFTON EXPRESSED THE OPINION THAT AFTER READING THE STORY 
BY ROBERT AL LEN IN THE NY MIRROR, CLIFTON CONCLUDED IN ALL 
PROBABILI TY J FHE SAM E SOURCE WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR GIVING THE STORY 
TO BOTH COLUMNS. 
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Mrf Tolspn. 

Mr. Ladili 
Mr. 'Nfafcoi 


*P1$3r 


OS FROM VASE FIE ID 


Mr. 

9*5 

Mr. Rosr 


DIRECTOR 


URGENT 


,/W Mr - 1 

REW-'HEAB8QM, ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE DECEMBER $U} 


FIFTY 


TO JAC 


OH, IEG-MAN FOR DREW IE ARSON, ESPIOHAC 


Mr. Tracy- 

Mr. Laughltn- 

Afar Mohr.-— 

Tele.* Room 

»- 


THOMAS K. F3JB TTSR. M HETARY. AIR FORCE, OH INTERVIEW, A DVISES THE-- 

_ __——in-.'.--TTrL. I MW yl i ' "" -J 

m*°LEmsu®jm , H0DSS ecwERENCE thirty am, 

DECEMBER TEH LAST. UNTIL ABOUT ORE HALF HOUR BEFORE THAT TIME. HE HAD S I 

_ . ,i I- -. unnAwmlft iTn _ „ . - — ■ -■»- . . wj. 



NO PRIOR BRI EF I N G FOR THE C ONF E RENC E. US DESCRIPTION OF WHAT TRANSPIRED ( 
AT CONFERENCE WAS IZSS DETAILED, BUT AGREES SUBSTANTIALLY WITH WHAT 
OTHER PERSONS INTERVIEWED HAVE SAID. HE BELIEVES THE PRESIDENT, PRIOR 
TO THE CONFERENCE, HAD TEE IDEA THE COMUHISTS VERB OUT-TRADING THE 
UNITED STATES, BUT IATER AGREED WITH OTHERS AT THE CONFERENCE THIS WAS 
NOT THE CASE. FINIETTER PREPARED NO NOTES DURING C ON FER ENCE . AFTER THE 
CONFERENCE, GENERAL VANDEHBERG DICTATED A MEMORANDUM TO FINIETTER-S 
SECRETARY CONCERNING HIS VIEWS ON WITHDRAWAL O F MOORS FRO M KOREA IN 


EVENT OF CEASE FIRE ORDER. 




a mmjBjMJBLaBL Am «■, 

ORIGINAL OF THIS TO SECRETARY LOVETT. ON DBCBOBR ELEVEN IAST FINIETTER 


PREPARED A 


EIGHTEEN OF THE TWENTY PREPARED COPIES 


WERE AVAILABLE WITH ONE HAVING TEMIOQSSX nrm pqppraraa ah WELL AS 
| LOVETT. ONE COPY OF THIS MEMO FURNISHED BUREAU BY MY MEMO OF DECEMBER 


FIFTEEN IAST. THE 


OUKDENBERG MEMO i 


OMO WERE TORN 

..- T .|.-- - r ,, rump- 


65-6060 

RBHjDDJ 


y?^ 


n l4£- 
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* // 





TO PIECES AHD ARE STILL MAHTAIHED SI PSn^TTEB-80PP33CE. HE STATES 
EE HOES EOT KNOW JACK AHEERSGN AMD HAS HOT SEES PEARS OH FOR SCME MOUTHS, 

. i a | n ^ ■ nT - 1 ^ .. iWurriiHfri-fir T.rrffr— -- - - ■ • ■ . ■ . * t MM*xWy ***v*m#& ■ 

AHD IAS DISCUSSED TIB CGMFEREHCE WITH HO UHATJTHCRIZBD EERSCK. IS HAS 









ALL INFORMATION CONTAINER 


Mt; Toison 
| Mt. 

: asvifwioi 


’ ' . ■ JF Z : ?** amm '^ 

_r ^ 

V Mr, l^hr> - 

V -<■ , _ Mr. Rosen- 

^ I, 1^—16—51 *'% Mr. Trar v_ rin J 

is J ' y" Mr. Laughlin 

WASHINGTON FROM WASH FIELD 16 8:00 PM SkLteohr, _ 

* Tele. Room- 

7 DIRECTOR %g>r+'?*2& URGENT Mr. Me* * .. 

^ \ f A ItiM Gan/ fr^ 

! <&h DR5W>PEARS0N, alleged j,eak from white HOUSE CONFERENCE, dec; . 

jj!TTEN f FIFTYONE TO JACKMAN PERSON^ LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON* ^ T** 

11 & : R < 

ESPIONAGE - X* \ mpiCIS P . WHITEHAIR^ U^DE^^ g lETARY OF THE NAVY O-f 

' INTERVIEWED TODAyI'^DTKOT^E' ATTENDED WHITS HOUSE CONFERENCE j . j 


WASHINGTON FROM WASH FIELD 
V DIRECTOR 


TTED-"HE“ ATTENDED WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 




DECEMBER TEN IN PLACE OF SECRETARY DAN KIMBALL. ARRIVED AND LEFT 
ALONE, RETURNING IMMEDIATELY TO PENTAGON WHERE HE FURNISHED RESUME 
TO SECRETARY KIMBALL SAME AFTERNOON. MADE NO NOTES OR MEMOS AND 

—*«**** — ' ~f ■ a riri—w»wwmii'natei »i >,T rr 

DISCUSSED CONFERENCE WITH NO ONE ELSE. FOLLOWING DAY BETWEEN FIVE 


AND SIX PM, JACK ANDERSON, WHOM HE HAD NEVER MET, VI-SITED HIS OFFICE 
W ITHOUT APPOINTMENT, INTRODUCED HIMSELF, AND STATED DREW PEARSON 
DESIRED THAT HE MAKE ACQUAINTANCE OF WKITEHAIR. AS ANDERSON COVERS 


a vs 

i>. pent. 


TAGON FOR PEARSON. THEY EXCHANGED PLEASANTRIES,' THEN ANDERSON 




g^; STATE D HE UN DERSTOOD WHI TEHAIR ATTENDED THE WHITEAHOUSE CONFERENCl 
-2* AMD INQUIRED^O ffS v 'RRESIi;NT t ' FOLLOWING THf«*^WA QUERY AS TO 
S| WHETHER THERE WERE ANY JOKES TOLD IN THE CONFERENCE. WHITEHAIR 




* Wn.tli‘i riLK VriiiiKiLi WJiiirUti AIM! dUlULfc TUUD 11M Till!, UU m&rlZM UJB-. 

**.**■■ .r v.. '■ - *o- •. * TV*...**- * " 

STATED..EE. ANSWSFtgD JEIi'HEii OF ;TH‘S£jaUSSTIONS f INDICAT 


ING IT ’WAS 


i. IN THE BEST INTEREST OF' THE COUNTRY NOT TO DISCUSS THE CONFERENCE. 
. HE S TATED ANDERSON TH EN PULLED FROM.HIS POCKET A GLOSSY.PAPER, 
FOLDED LIKE ..A REWSPAPE R f AND ASKED IF IT WERE. NOT TRUE THAT 


G ENERAL VANDENBERG STATED THAT WE SHOULD REACH AN. ARMISTICE WITH 
THE COMMUNISTS .AND WITHDRAW. AND THAT $3 <&iOVyfrx(&3&Cm BEYOND 


THE COMMUNI STS.:. AMP WITHDRAW. AND THAT. BEY ON J 

THE YALU. RI VER/"taTEHAIR DECLINED TQ l "cONF^ THIS QUERY, AND 

. 1 ?•■■■ -UjiT~iraf ■irffLimij. ^.... * . „ . 


4 o 

,t / 


MAT/agg 
65-6060 











« % 


PAGE TWO, 


hiu . $m .mt, wJmmjmstuuL* 

ARKIGTIOE AMD THEM IMPOSE A THREAT IN THE EVENT THE ARMISTICE TERMS 






WERE VIOLATED. ANDERSON ALSO ASKED IF ADMIRAL FECHTELER HAD NOT 
OPPOSED THIS PROPOSITION OF INCLUDING- A WARNING TO THE COMMUNISTS 
IN THE NEGOTIATIONS. V/HITEHAIR STATED HE DID NOT ANSWER EITHER 
QUESTION, BUT DID STATE ADMIRAL FECHTELER TALKS VERY LITTLE rJJOUT 

ALLTHING. ANDERSON WAS PE RBIsmi..MiLlMOm.,W.H3TR£& S J»KITLUAJH 

SAW THE PRESIDENT AND MAY HAVE INQUIRED RE GARDI NG THE PRESIDENT 
BEING TANNED. WKITEHAIR STATED HE MAY HAVE, INDICATING IN THE 
AFFIRMATIVE THAT HE SAW THE PRESIDENT, WKI ....<u*aJsS 

COUi.-D HOT RECALL ABOUT THE SUNTAN OF THE DRESDENT, HE STATED 
ANDERSON ’HE" PUT THE PAP SR AWAY AND BE GAVE ANDERSON A LECTURE 






TO THU EFFECT THAT SUCH MATERIAL NAY 3E DANGEROUS TO THE US AND GIVE 


COMFORT TO THE ENEMY, BUT THAT AUDI 




[NFERENCES FRfe*\ 


HYTHTNG STATED 


WHITEHAIR EXPRESSED THE BELIEF ANDERSON'S 


ORIGINAL INTENTION WAS TO MERELY OBTAIN ANECDOTES OR PLEASANTRIES 
AS. WINDOW 'DRESSING FOR THE COLUMN, AND HAD NOT INTENDED TO REVEAL TO 
WHITEHAIR HIS MATERIAL, BUT THAT THIS WAS A DEVELOPMENT FROM WHITE- 
HAIR'S REFUSAL TO COOPERATE AT THE OUTSET. WHITEHAIR ADVISED 
T HAT ON UE Dm.^-.MQRN^ I S.D TP IS 

INCIDENT WITH SECRETARY KIMBALL AND TOLD HIM THE "NrIRE STORY. HE 


ADVISED, APPARENTLY KIMBALL RELATED THE INCIDENT TO ADMIRAL FECHTELER 




AND LATER IN THE MORNING. ADMIRAL FECHTELER BROUGHT 


THE MATTER TO 


THE ATTENTION OF ADMIRAL DENNISON, WHO HAD COME OVER TO THE PENTA- 

-- m „ ,„,, -|, fn jmma,—' 

GON ABOUT ELEVEN THIRTY AM ON ANOTHER MATTER. WHITEHAIR SURMISED 


DENNISON. RETURNED AND BROUGHT THIS MATTER - TO THE' ATTENTION OF THE 
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PRESIDENT, AND LATTER DENNISON THEN CONTACTED WHITEHAIR, AND ADVIS3 
HIM THE PRESIDENT DESIRED THAT VRITEHAIR BRING- THIS MATTER TO THE 
ATTENTION OF SECRETARY LOVETT, AND AT THE SAME TIME, ADVISED MR. 
LOVETT THAT THE FBI SHOULD BE ADVISED. WHITEHAIR STATED HE FELT 


THE IMPORTANT THING- MS TO STOP THE STORY AND AT HIS SUGGESTION, 
ADMIRAL DE' NISON CALLED HACK AND DETAINED THE PRESIDENT’S AUTHGRI- 


CATION HC CONTACT PEARSON. HE TH,;BEA£TEE. 




TJ E HAD MET ON SEVERAL OCCASIONS SINCE HIS APPOINTMENT AS NAVY UNDER- 
SECRETARY IN /ATDUST OF THIS YEAR.. HE STATED HE APPEALED TO PEARSON 

'Haau;--v>- .■<* -^TH •*.**,.*+ ' ^ .. n il mm m w^ . w* * *™-.* *. > 

O N TUG G ROUNDS,. F IRST: THAT HE HAS GREATLY EMBARR ASSED BY PEARSON'S 
ACTIONJN J&’IJQJIG :,*I.^ ON A FRIENDLY 

BASIS AND, SECONDLY: AND MOST IMPORTANT, THAT DISCLOSURES OF THE 
COMPEREHCE DISCUSSIONS MIGHT INJU.E THE,COUNTRY. PEARSON REPLIED THAT 
HO WISHED H-HITET-TAIR HAD CALLED HIM YESTERDAY. WHITEHAIR DECLARED 


••ARSON STATED THAT QUOTE YOU NEEDN'T WORRY. 






|©K DIDN'T TELL 


ANDERSON ANYTHING UNQUOTE AND ALSO INSISTED THAT THE STATEMENT 


WOULD NOT HURT THE PRESIDENT OH THE COUNTRY, AND AS A MATTER OB 

'■■ -., ^ii III 111 .._, ,1 II it -| -rrfhflfflir^'--*» Vv v ._,... . . . 

" PACT, PEARSON THOUGHT THE PRESIDENT WOULD LIKE IT. AS INDICATED. 

->>-.■ v i r> - -;v♦** •-.»»** - -• 

t . • 

WHITUHAIR ADVISED HE KNEW PEARSON AND E’PLAINED THAT HE HaD FIRST 

— ■ „ - - -i - ■;.. ...,. -. isik- t ; . ..... -S-*~ --> - ..- ...,..-, ,-./.- ...... 

RECEIVED AN INVITATION TO VISIT PEA-SON THEN HE WAS GENERAL COUNSEL 

111 " • ">V. vs,, v .. , >v , 

ESA, AND WAS INVITED BY PEARSON. ALQIi&~l/UVi.MIKE DISALLE, HOWEVER, 


■ NOT ACCEPT THIS INVITATION. ON A SAT! 


AFTERNOON. SHORTLY 


AP^MOfflM JEARSON 

• FOR AM T M^O-M4AL BUFFET SUPPER AND ACCEPTED, DRIVING JUSTICE HUGO 


AC"- AMD MIC WIFE TO PEARSONS IN WHTTERATr. 1 S CAR. HE RELAX* -ED 

■— n r >.,.. .....^,... ,,, .... ._,-,. #v ^ ,,.., v .,.. v ^ ,, . . ,. iV , 








PAGE FOUR.... 


THAT ON THIS OCCASION, PERSONS PRESENT INCLUDED: MR. AND MRS, 

ABE FORTAS: WALTER CRONKHITE: A SISTER OF PEARSON, AND FRED D LUMEN- 
YHAL, PEARSON'S OFFICE MAN AMD REPORTER. HE RECALLED THAT SOMETIME 
LATER, PEARSON HAD DROPPED INTO HIS OFFICE FOR A BRIEF VISIT, 
INQUIRING ROW HE HEED HIS JOB, AND EXCHANGING SMALL TALK. ON ONE 
OTU'H' DALE PEARSON DROPPED IN VERY BRIEFLY WHILE IN THE BUILDING TO 

. sw V-•• w-•; -,. r r 

SEE THE SECS: . WHITEHAIR STATED HE KNEW NO 

. , ht . ^ j. *'■'**'* • - ,T * ' w a mm toihi m —— —iTrt^rrn— n nil ■■nil tn > ^mn -■ a - ■ >• -, •• r _ 


: R.».TY 1 


AE&OCI/ AD Wfi’K PEARSON, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF 


BLUM BUT 1 HAL, THOM 

s.j ■ r.j, n r. t t ; to crip-" 

iL., i wxb iiLk-TJ 

A MATTER RELAYJM( 

j wo C,::E HA 3 VEl 11 . 

OBTAIN i. LOAN, W! 

'■ilC.?FARO ON APPA: 

DID N 0 T. KNjCUi'^QQ] 

LiA • . A 4 j Ij_i u yji; OR, - 




ASSOCIATED UNTIL RECENTLY. THE N CW YORK POST' COLUMN OF ROBERT ALLEN 
DATED DECEMBER THIRTEEN, »AB DISPLAYED TO WHITEHAIR, WHO READ IT 
ARE STARED IT WM: UNDOUBTEDLY BASED ON KNOWLEDGE OF SO.-30KE WHO 
ATTENDED THE CONFERENCE. HE STATED THAT THE QUOTATIONS OF THE 
PRESIDENT A TT D GENERAL COLLINS APPEARED REASONABLY ACCURATE, MEN¬ 
TIONING THAT COLLINS HAD STAYED THAT* QUOTE FOR MY MONEY THE 
COUM-RTSTS CANNOT DRIVT US OUT OF 'A IS COUNTRY; RATHER THAN UNTIL 
HELL FREEZES OVER UNQUOTE. WITH REFERENCE TO BRADLEY'S ALLEGED 
QUOTATIONS, HE STATED HE DID NOT RECALL THAT BRADLEY HAD PLACED 
ROTATION OF TROOPS CONTRA UN CONCESSIONS Oil AIRFIELDS AS INDICATED 
IN THE“%>LUMM, BUT THat BOTH MATTERS WEEP DISCUSSED IN GENERAL 
PBRADLEY'S PRESENTATION OF THE POINTS AT ISSUE IN W H E } jl J:\U C E I v E 0*0 T IA~ 
IONS. ';hi :;ehair COULD. 
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PAGE FIVE__ 


SOLUTION OF ' flOT 


mm mu 


.TL.OR.ALLEa. HE AFFIRMATIVELY 


DECLARED HE DID PLACE COMPLETE RELIANCE IN ADMIRAL FECHCELER 
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... INTEGRITY. 
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PRESENT. NUT 


THAT HE HAD MORE INTIMATE ASSOCIATION ITT THESE TWO MEN. 



HOOD 





, f ./\ 



*d£mi»mim 










STANDARD FORM NO. 64 


Office Memor%idum • unite 
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BRNMEMTV 



TO : DIRECTOR, FBI DATE: 12-17-5; LV, Viovin— 

k Lu*. refillc 

\\tiOH : SAC, WFO (65-6060) / ' ifc )/.! .] 

^ * / J .. 

fs SUBJECT: DREW" PEARSON K' Iff 

Alleged Leak from White House » , hr. _ 

Confer ease, December 10, 1951 mc «bma?! 0N /u*. -do. T -r.n_ 

to JACkKWsoN, Leg-man for *" " ~ 

DREW PEARSON W 5 *®V*a F'§& m - as '■ ^ r - 

ESPIONAGE - X ««*.•?•**»• 

f-4mi taA%: 

The following personsJ^ave been interviewed, by Agent® of v ^^- 
the WFO in connection"with this investigation: , 

General OMAR BRADLEY 
Admiral WILLIAM FECHTELER 
-L General CHARLES CABELL 

Secretary FRANK C. PACE 

Secretary THOMAS K. FINLETTER 

Acting Secretary FRANCIS P. WHITEHAIR 

Acting Secretary JAMES E. WE3B 

H. FREEMAN MATTHEWS 

JAMES LAY 

: General HARRY VAUGHN 

General ROBERT LANDRY 

a* ^ 

& f The following interviews will be held on Monday, Decera- 

§3 ber 17, 1951: 

Q N . —- - - - 

§ J General JOE COLLINS 

gg CLAYTON FRITCHEY (Department of Defense) 

£ c S. EVERETT GLEASON (National Security Council) 

<4 .■ 9 
o. 5 

g^o Bhort reinterviex«js will be had with Messrs. WEBB and MATTHEWS 

-g- Lin order obtain their comments relative to the news column of 

ROBERT S.FALLEN that aooeared in the New York Post December 13 last. 
|o,>. m /I 

|o •/ — / 

| : General HOYT S. VANDENB2RG is out of the city and the date 

of his exact return is unknown; however, this will be available to 
us on December 17. 

> Admiral DENNISON of the White House has been ill and it is 

/not known if he will be available on December 17. 

Admiral SOUERS of the White House is absent from the city 
I until December 19th. RECXm&ED *d26 s /■'■ A . - - t ^ 

1DEXED • 26 ICdt*. s -■ f-5) 

The above interviews will in all .prc^^ilite,,conclude the v 
inouirles of this office, unless unforeseen 'deveibpWents occur. 

The investigation will continue to. be expedited, 

RBH/agg a <% 
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TO ; 
FROM : 
SUBJECT: 


MR. D. M. LADD 

MR. A. H. BELMONT 

ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE, 
DECEMBER-10, 1951, 

TO JA CKZ'ANDERSON, LEG 'MAN FOR DREWJPEARSON; 
Espionage - X. 



December 



19s z<e 

Tolao n 



fielmontj 
MOfir 
Tele. Room 


In accordance with instructions, Mr. Hennrich and I 
interviewed Secretary of Defense Lovett at his office in the 
Pentagon, starting at 6:^0 p.m. and ending at 7:45 p.m. today 
(December 13). Mr. Lovett was alone. The interview concerned 
information in the possession of Jack Anderson, leg man for 
Drew Pearson, which information Mr. Lovett believed came from 
one of the Government representatives attending a White House 
conference on the afternoon of December 10, 1951, presided over 
by President ■ Truman. The information concerned was' of a "top 
secret" nature. 

DEVELOPMENTS PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE 



I 


In laying the groundwork for the conference itself, Mr. 
Lovett advised that the Defense Department had been considering 
four points in connection with the present cease-fire discussions 
in Korea, as follows, which points were presently matters of 
conflict between the United Nations Forces and the Communist 
peace representatives: 



The UN representatives desire to rotate the soldiers 
in Korea in order to allow the men who have been in the 
field to come home after a certain period of service. 

This rotation by UN is man for man and, as a matter of 
fact, there are some 5,000 less UN soldiers in Koreanow 
than at the beginning of the peace talks. On the contrary, 
the Communists have rotated by replacing divisions or 
armies, with the result that they now have over 
200,000 more men in Korea than when jthe peace talks 
started. 


2. The exchange of prisoners of war. 

The UN wants to exchange man for man to insure the 
return of all UN prisoners and also because the V. 

UN has a far greater number of Communist prisoners 
(approximately 175,000 to 10,000) than there are Ujj f ) v . 

prisoners under the control of the Communists. Mr. ^ u 1 | 

Lovett advised that there is a humanitarian principle K * 
involved also, as it is felt that the Communist 
prisoners will be liquidated if they are returned 


AHBtLL 











3, A special Air Force problem involving the question 
of whether the Communists should be allowed to build 
air fields in North Korea after the cease fire 
preceding the armistice. 

4. The questio-n of whether the Communists should be 
allowed to repair roads, bridges, rail-roads, etc*, 
after the cease fire has been put into effect . 

Mr, Lovett stated that there had been a full agree¬ 
ment on the first three points and, as a result, instructions 
on these three points had already been sent to General 
Ridgeway, However, on point No, 4 regarding rehabilitation 
and repairs, the President called from Key West on Saturday, 
December 8, as he wanted further explanation of this point 
because he could not see why we should allow the Communists 
to build up by such rehabilitation and repairs during the cease¬ 
fire period. As a result, a conference was called by the 
President for 10:30 a,m,, Monday, December 10, 1951, and the 
White House issued invitations to the Secretaries of the three 
Services, the three Chiefs of Staff, General Bradley and Mr, 

Lovett from Defense, the Acting Secretary of State, and the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Political Affairs, On Sunday, December 9, 

Mr, Lovett requested that the Director of the Joint Staff, 

General Cabell, be present also, The purpose of the conference 
was to consider this question of rehabilitation and repairs. 

The position of the Defense Department was that such re¬ 
habilitation and repairs were as necessary in South Korea 
as they were in North Korea and that we would probably lose 
more than we would gain if both sides were prohibited from 
rehabilitating and repairing the areas under their juris¬ 
diction, 

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE OF DECEMBER 10, 1951 

Mr, Lovett advised that he had made inquiry, since 
talking with the Director, of Secretary Frank pace and 
General Joe Collins, and, as best the three of them could 
remember, the f ollowing were present at the conference: 
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President Truman 
Secretary of Defense Lovett 
General Omar Bradley - Chief of Staff 
General Joe Collins - Army 
General Hoyt S. Vandenberg - Air 
Admiral William Fechtler - Navy 
General Cabell - Joint Staff 
Secretary Frank C. Pace - Army 
Secretary Thomas K. Finletter - Air 
Acting Secretary Francis P. Whitehair - Navy 
Acting Secretary James E. Webb - State 
Mr. H. Freeman Matthews - State 
Admiral Sidney Souers - White House 
James Lay - National Security Council 
General Vaughan - White House 
Admiral Dennison - White House 
General Robert Landry - White House 
In addition to the above, Mr. Lovett said that 
Joe Short and Matt Connelly s press representatives of the White 
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House } were at the conference } hut he does not know how long 
or whether they merely came in and out delivering messages, 

Mr, Lovett had previously indicated to the Director that 
Mr, Edward Foley of the Treasury Department may have been 
present , but he now believes that Foley was not there • 

The President came in and shook hands with everyone 
at the conference and it was remarked that he looked tan and 
fit, The conference then discussed the question of repairs 
and rehabilitation and 3 after it was explained to the Presi¬ 
dent that we would lose as much as we would gain through 
such prohibition and there was unanimous agreement on this 
pointy the President agreed and approved the instructions 
authorising a dispatch to General Ridgeway on that point . 

Mr, Lovett advised that the President then asked 
about the NATO agreement in Rome, Mr, Lovett and General 
Bradley discussed this at the conference, 

A discussion then ensued as to n how tough do you 
get if there is a violation of the armistice," Mr, Lovett 
advised it was pointed out that every condition that is put 
into an armistice points up necessary action if the Communists 
should violate that particular condition and such a violation 
would immediately raise a question of what action would the 
UN Forces take if the Communists violated a condition of the 
armistice, It was decided it would be better to take a 
general stand and make general conditions in the armistice 3 
rather than get too specific, and at the same time make it 
plain to the Communists that if the armistice were not kept 
n there would be a hell of a war" and that any breaking of 
faith in the armistice would result in a war extending to 
other fields^ such as China, and that it would not result in a 
resumption of just the Korean war, 

Mr, Lovett advised that the White House conference 3 
which was held in the Cabinet Room 3 lasted from 10:30 a,m, 
until ap proximately 11:45 a.m, on December 10, 

Mr, Lovett advised that at the close of the 
conference the President called aside Mr, Webb and spoke to 
him briefly near the door, Mr, Short went outside and 
advised the press 3 who were present in the White House in 
great number and who had been clamoring for information 3 that 
they had discussed world affairs 3 including Korea, Mr, Lovett 
said that Mr, Short made no further statement. 
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In answer to our questions, Mr, Lovett advised 
that all of the above-listed individuals were present 
throughout the conference, with the exception of Short and 
Connelly, There was no secretary taking notes and no 
minutes were kept of the meeting. There was no written 
agenda prepared for the items to be taken up. He noted no 
one taking notes, although Admiral Dennison, General Vaughan, 
and General Landry were behind him and he did not know as 
to them, Mr, Lovett stated that he made no notes and 
dictated no memorandum following the conference, Mr, 

Lovett did not know and had not made inquiry as to whether 
any other persons dictated memoranda following the conference, 
Relative to the inquiries that Mr, Lovett had indicated he 
would cause Colonel Randall to make, these were merely 
inquiries as to who was present at the conference, 

ACTIVITIES OF JACK AIDERS ON 

Mr, Lovett advised that yesterday afternoon 
(December 12), exact time not known to him 3 Jack Anderson, 
leg man for Drew Pearson 3 contacted Acting Secretary White- 
hair (probably not in his office} and showed to Whitehair 
or read to him a story which purported to be almost a 
verbatim account of the important things set forth above 
which occurred at the conference at the White House on 
December 10, Mr, Lovett said that Whitehair was shocked 
and told Anderson it would be a bad idea to publish this 
material, Whitehair spoke to his executive officer about 
Anderson 1 s visit and they agreed that Admiral Dennison 
should be advised. Admiral Dennison reported this *to the 
President 3 who was very much upset. The President got word 
to General Bradley 3 who called Pearson or Anders on 3 and 
Anderson was asked to come over and bring his story, 

Anderson came to see General Bradley about 7:00 p,m, and 
brought the story, which was read by General Bradley and 
his aides. Colonel Clifton and Colonel Matthev)s, Bradley 
attempted to get Anderson to "kill" the story entirely, but 
Anderson said he had checked with Pearson and that the 
story was already on the Bell Syndicate wires and would come 
out this Saturday, December 15, Anderson said it was 
impossible to "kill" the story. General Bradley and his 
aides marked in red pencil two parts which they stated would 
be especially injurious to the security of this country, 
and Anderson said he would recommend that these two parts 
be "killed." The first part was a statement attributed to 










the President that if we did not get a cease fire by 
December 27, we should arrange to extend the time, The 
second part related to concessions we might be prepared 
to make to the Communists, 

In answer to our queries, Mr, Lovett advised 
that he did not know the full content of Anderson's paper. 

He stated that neither Whitehair nor General Bradley had 
secured a copy of Anderson's paper and that the only 
source from which the contents could be obtained in the 
Government would be recollections of Whitehair, General 
Bradley, and Bradley's two aides . He said that when the 
article comes out on Saturday, it will be possible for 
these gentlemen to compare it with what they read on 
Anderson's paper. He advised that he did not know the 
exact excerpts of Anderson's paper which shocked White¬ 
hair, but rather thought it was the fact that Anderson 
had what appeared to be an accurate picture of the 
conference . He pointed out that Anderson's story had 
background which would indicate that it must have come 
from someone actually at the conference; for example, 
it started out by saying that the President, tanned and 
fit, walked briskly into the conference room and shook 
hands with everyone, including his own White House aides. 

Other background information made it appear that the 
story must have been given to Anderson by someone 
actually at the conference, 

Mr, Lovett was asked whether all of the items in 
Anderson's story pertained to the conference and, specifically, 
whether the two items which General Bradley red-penciled 
occurred at the conference, Mr, Lovett stated that he 
did not recall any discussion at the conference of 
extending the time if we did not get a cease fire by 
December 27, although he conjectured that this might 
have happened while the President was talking to Mr, Webb 
at the door. He said that the second point (on concessions 
we might make) was probably covered in some measure at 
the conference, We asked whether there were any items 
mentioned at the conference that were not in Anderson's 
story. He did not know. We asked whether, in view of 
the fact that three of the four points covered in the 
cease-fire agenda had already been acted on and dispatched 
to General Ridgeway prior to the conference, it would 
be possible that the story was secured from these 
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dispatches or from sources other than those within the 
actual conference. He stated he had not thought of this 
and that it might be possible. We pointed out that if 
Anderson's story carried an item concerning the cease 
fire date of December 27, and this was not discussed at 
the conference, it was very pertinent and therefore it 
was very necessary that the exact story by Anderson be 
furnished us, in so far as possible, for comparison 
purposes as to exactly what went on at the conference. 

Mr. Lovett said that when the story comes out, such a 
comparison can be made. He said that General Bradley 
would not be bach until Saturday, December 15, but that 
his two aides. Colonels Clifton and Matthews, were 
available for interview. 

Mr. Lovett related that when Anderson came over 
to see General Bradley, at Bradley's request, he came 
over on a basis of trade; that is, "if he would bring the 
article over and give Bradley a chance to screen it, 

Bradley would tell him where the Defense Department learned 
that he had this information." After Bradley and his 
aides had gone over the story and red-penciled it, 

Anderson asked where they had learned he had the story. 

I General Bradley told him from the President, whereupon 
lAnderson "damn near fell off the chair. " After leaving 
wradley' s office and while walking down the corridor, 
plnderson commented, "I guess Whitehair must have told." 

Mr. Lovett related that when Whitehair told of 
Anderson's visit to him, he said that he told Anderson, 

"For god's sake tell Pearson that if he publishes this 
story it will throw suspicion on me," pointing out that 
he was the newest member of the conference and that it was 
known he had a longstanding acquaintance with Pearson. 
Whitehair definitely told Lovett he did not give out any 
information on the conference, and Lovett stated this was 
borne out by the fact that Whitehair reported Anderson's 
visit to him and that had Anderson got it from Whitehair, 
he would not have come back to Whitehair to verify it. 








ATTITUDE OF MR. LOMU 

I Mr, Lovett advised he believed that this story 
was leaked by a member of the conference and that it was 
done deliberately. He said he based this feeling on the 
fact the story had color and background that it would 
be difficult to secure from anyone who was not at the 
conference , and that the story set forth what various 
persons said at the conference. 

Mr, Lovett went on to relate that he was 
extremely concerned about leaks in the Defense Department 
and he earnestly wanted to find out one person who was 
responsible for leaks, in order that he could make an 
example of him. He advised that he believes these leaks 
occur in foutj ways: 

1, By flannel mouths who talk too much at cocktail 
parties; 

2, Through officials who wanted to show that they 
n knew it all n ; 

3, Through officials who assumed that everyone in 
the Pentagon was cleared for all types of 
security information, with the result that they 
talked to anyone in the Pentagon; 

4. Through leaks by members of Congress. 

Mr. Lovett was asked to explain this last point. 

He said that frequently members of Congress, such as 
members of the Senate Armed Services Committee or members 
of other Congressional committees who had to consider such 
things as appropriations for the armed services, would call 
the Defense Department for information on the current 
situation in Korea or in some phase of the Defense Depart¬ 
ment activities. Rather than write a reply, the Defense 
Department sends up an officer, who talks to the Congressman 
and furnishes him the information. This is done with the 
understanding that it is very confidential and u in 99 out of 
100 cases n the Congressman observes the confidence. Mr. 
Lovett was asked whether it was necessary to furnish such 
information to the Congressmen. He stated that unless the 
information is furnished, the Defense Department does not 
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get its appropriations or satisfactory action from the 

I Congress, Mr, Lovett advised that he could recall four 
instances where Congressmen betrayed confidences to the 
papers and 3 as he recalls these individuals 3 they were 
Senator Kane 3 another Senator 3 and two Representatives - 
n Gavin and Zand or someone like that," He was not at all 
sure of this, 

Mr, Lovett advised he was certain that Generals 
Bradley and Collins and Secretary Pace had not given out 
any information from this conference and had not fallen 
into any pitfalls 3 such as dictating memoranda after the 
conference, He said he was sure of them, 

I Mr, Lovett advised that in the matter of dealings 
with Congress 3 some difficulty had been experienced with the 
Air Force 3 in that Secretary Finletter and General Vandenberg 
had gone direct to Congress 3 after rules adverse to the 
Air Department had been made in the Department of Defense, 

He said he could not say how this could pertain to this 
particular matter 3 however, 

( Mr, Lovett further advised it was well known that 
the Armed Services used Pearson "to send up trial balloons" 
on their problems 3 in order to find out what the reaction 
would be. 


It was our impression that Mr, Lovett was rather 
frank with us and he appeared to be sincere in his desire 
to get to the bottom of leaks in the Defense Department, 

REQUEST FOR INVESTIGATION 

Mr, Lovett advised that General Bradley called 
him yesterday (December IS) and said that the President 
would call Lovett this morning (December 13), Bradley 
said that the President had asked that Lovett call Director 
Hoover and see if this leak could be traced. This 
morning (December 13) Admiral Dennison did call Mr, 

Lovett and re quested him to call the Director and ask 
that this leak be traced, Lovett asked Dennison why he 
was being requested to call the FBI and asked whether there 
was any feeling on the part of the President that the 
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Defense Department was responsible for this leak. Admiral 
Dennison said "no," but it was felt that Lovett would 
follow through more vigorously then their own Executive 
Staff, Mr, Lovett advised that it occurred to him the 
President might want the request to come from outside the 
White House so that it would not exclude the members of 
the White House staff, Mr. Lvett said that he. Secretary 
Pace, General Collins, and General Bradley were the only 
ones in the Defense Department who know of the request 
for investigation. 

It was pointed out to Mr. Lovett that if a full 
investigation is launched into this matter, it may be 
necessary to talk with everyone who was at the conference 
and, on that basis, we would like to know if this request 
for investigation emanated direct from the President and 

( if we could so state in conducting the investigation. 

He said it did and we should. 

I Mr. Lovett said it had occurred to him that 

possibly there was a microphone in the Cabinet Room. 

It was pointed out to Mr. Lovett that we had 

I previously conducted investigations for leaks along this 
same line and that it was apparent a condition existed 
in the Defense Department where information supposedly 
restricted to a very small tight group of officials 
received wide dissemination as a result of memoranda 

! dictated following the conference, which, in turn, went 
through many hands. 

It was further pointed out to Mr. Lovett that 
on the basis of our discussion with him, there was doubt 
whether all of the information contained in Anderson 1 s 
story covered topics discussed at the conference in question• 
therefore, it was highly desirable that we know exactly what 
was in Anderson's story and exactly what topics were dis¬ 
cussed at the conference, for comparison purposes. 

I .He reiterated that such an analysis can be made when 
Pearson's article comes out on Saturday, December 15. 












RECOMMENDA TION; 


From the above information, it appears that we 
will be required to make an investigation. It likewise 
appears that under the set of circumstances, the chances 
of success are small. The only accurate sources of in¬ 
formation would be Anderson and Pearson, who will not talk 
if past experience with them is indicative. The individual 
who gave the information to Anderson would be a fool to talk, 

I j Nevertheless, it is believed we should follow 
the logical steps, even though they will probably only 
prove that this information has had rather wide dissemination. 

The suggested steps, in order of preference, are .* 


1 , 


Interview Colonels Clifton and Matthews of General 
Bradley's office at once for full details as to 
what was in Anderson's story. 


2. \lnterview White hair for the same information and 
I at the same time interview him as a possible source 
I of information to Pearson. Secure from him his 
I recollection of what went on at the conference. 


3. 


Interview General Bradley upon his return Saturday, 
December 15, for his recollection of what went on 
at the conference and the details of Anderson's 
story. 


4. | Secure a copy of Pearson’s column for Saturday, 

I December 15, in order to compare it with the in- 
J formation supplied us as to what went on at the 
I White House conference • 


5. 


Interview every individual who attended the White 
House conference, with the possible exception of 
President Truman, to secure their detailed recolle ctions 
of what went on at the conference and the topics 
discussed. The purpose of this is to get a composite 
picture against which we can compare the picture 
obtained of Anderson's story and the resultant 
Pearson column. Ascertain from all persons who 
attended the conference whether they made notes; 
whether they dictatecjfmemoranda; whether they dis¬ 
cussed the conference with other persons / and 
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what distribution was made of any memoranda 
dictated and through uhose hands they passed * 
Secure copies of these memoranda for comparison 
with Pearson's column, 

6. | Follow up any logical leads by interviews v)ith 

I other persons having access to this information, 

7, . In addition to the above 3 inasmuch as Mr, Lovett 

1 brought up the question as to whether there might 
not be a microphone in the Cabinet Room 3 it is 
I recommended that Admiral Dennison be contacted 
I and advised that this question was raised by Mr, 

I Lovett and 3 if Admiral Dennison so desires 3 we 
j have Laboratory representatives make a thorough 
J check of the Cabinet Room for a possible 
I microphone, 

As this will be a lengthy investigation 3 it is 
recommended that the experienced Agents of the WFO who con¬ 
ducted the prior investigation of the alleged Pearson leak 
be called in for briefing and instructed to conduct this 
investigation at once. 

In keeping with the above recommendation 3 I con¬ 
tacted SAC Hood of WFO tonight (December 13) and he will 
bring Agents to my office at 9:00 a.m, on December 14 for 
proper briefing 3 in order that this investigation may be 
immediately instituted. 
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At 12;25 P,M, today, Se cj^etarji Lovett gab led to 
furnish two bi t§of i nfopngtijm., whi-Gh he, -.packed up 
subsequent' to our interview with him on the night of 
December 13, 


Mr, Lovett advised that it is hi_s underst anding 
now that James Lay dJjl -AkQks** n.a±ej s.., dup.jjkg the ,gonfe rence 
of December 10, 



Mr, Lovett further advised that Clayton Fritchie, 
Public Relations Department of Defense, came to see him and 
showed him a column by Robert Allen, former partner of 
Drew Pearson, which has information similar to that which 
appeared in the story of Jack Anderson, Mr. Lovett advised 
that he has not seen the Pearson column as anticipated in 
today’s papers. He advised that Clayton Fritchie informed 
him that he was at Pearson’s house on the evening when 
Anderson was called down to General Bradley’s office and that 
Fritchie saw the articles at Pearson’s home,* 

I informed Secretary Lovett that we had obtained a 
copy of the column by Robert Allen, which Secretary Lovett 
referred to above, and that we are using this as one basis 
for questions in the interview,s that are presently going on, 

I advised Secretary Lovett that as he was undoubtedly aware, 
we had launched an investigation into this matter immediately 
following our interview with him on December 13 and a number 
of interviews had been conducted and additional interviews 
are being conducted over the week end.with persons vMo 
attended the conference, 


m 


Secretary Lovett advised that he would call me 
the event any addit ional information came to tiji/h attention, 
I thanked him for his thoughtfulness, [. .Ta 

Rffioso®-®;; £* *e.«gs 

* We had received thi3 sam L e ~thformatSjo % n 

during an interview with Colonel . Clifton 

of General Bradley’s office on Decemoer 

14, . : : . 


yj 
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By Robert S. ASfien [ 

Washington, Dec. 13—The UN 
can have a cease fire in Korea, 
but at the cost of important con¬ 
cessions to the Reds. 

That’s what the Joint Chiefs 
told the President in their big 
conference with him after his re¬ 
turn. Gen. Bradley declared the 
protracted truce negotiations 
have reached the point “where a 
few concessions on both sides ■ 
could bring an agreement if the] 
Communists really want one ” 

/ * * * 

**What do they want?" asked 

S he President. 

“The deadlock gets down to 
his," explained Bradley. “We are 
remanding the right to continue 


to rotate bur troops as we have 
been doing for months. The Reds 
are flatly refusing to allow that. 
They are insisting on a complete 
freeze on replacements and 
weapons. But they have indicated 
they would make concessions on 
that if we will allow them to 
build some airfields in North Ko¬ 
rea. We have refused to do that. 
Obviously, they are using the ro¬ 
tation issue to try to wrest con¬ 
cessions from us on the airfield 
demand.” 

Gen. Hoyt Vahdenberg vigor¬ 
ously opposed giving any ground 
on that. 

“I want a cease fire, if one can 
be worked out that is fair and 
proper,” declared the Air Chief of 


can safely do anything that will f 
enable the Reds to build up their | 
air- strength. That is what per-' 
mitting them to build airfields 
will amount to. Such bases in 
North Korea will be of great / 
combat value to them, if they de¬ 
cide to break the truce next 
spring, which I wouldn't put past 
them.” 

# « # 

Gen. J. Lawton Collins was in¬ 
clined to favor some terms on the 
airfield dispute. He thought some¬ 
thing could be' worked out on 
that. But the Army Chief of 
Staff was adamant in insisting 
the Communists be required to 
agree to rotation of UN troops.: 

“That would be a serious blow 


to the morale of our men,” Col¬ 
lins argued. “I am strongly op¬ 
posed to any concession on that 
It is an unfair demand, and the 
only reason the Reds on making 
|it is to try to force us to give in 
on airfields. 

“Our Army can hold the pres¬ 
ent line until hell freezes over, 
and I am flatly opposed to giving 
the slightest ground on the re¬ 
placement issue. The Reds would 
have the same right as us on that, 
and I don't see why they should 
object to it, except for trading 
purposes” . 

* * # J 

Bradley agreed with Collins, bat 

emphasized the importance of ndt 
allowing the Communists to builjl 
up a powerful airforce. 
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^President Tru¬ 
man listened in¬ 
tently to the mil¬ 
itary leaders and 
said nothing un¬ 
til they finished. 

Then he told them: _ ^ 

“As you know I am Very- 
anxious to bring the fighting to 
an end if that is possible. But I 
will not agree to concessions to 
the Communists that we may re¬ 
gret later on. We want to be very 
careful that we do not sell our¬ 
selves short in our eagerness to 
secure a truce for our men.” 

Also discussed was the ques- 
[tion of building up the South Ko¬ 
rean army, as this column has 
□reported was proposed by Gen¬ 
eral Ridgway. 
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I went over the investjagtions Qf.tAis case with /Jjt 
Sgejcial Agent in ~Charge 7 /ood in some detail on December 17, ( 

fe.gjja bs-eji^-cOample±ed. laLth^jaALL. but two of the persons 
who at tended the December 10. conference, plus those who had 
knowledge of vjhat was discussed. Those remaining to be inter¬ 
viewed are Secretary Dan Kimball, who vnll be interviewed on 
December 18, and Admiral Sidney Souers, who will be interviewed 
on December 19, 

Analys is of the information developed up to this time 
i ndi cates that there was limited dissemination of information as 
t o w Kdt~ actual! y went on at the President' s conference of 
Pece mber^Tf, ~ 2951. The W a.shin.oto n.. Field Office is carefully 

analysing this particular problem in order to come up with as 
definite a picture as possible as to exactly who, did have access 
WA^KJ.P.ecifics of the conference prior to the time they were 
kpojQn fo be in Anderson's possession. 

Regarding the problem .as t o whether Anderson’s 
information and, in addition, Allen’s column could have been 
p rep aired from information available from sources .other than 
som eone' who ‘ attended or had detailed information regarding the 
c onfere nce of December 10, there is divergent opinion. The 
c pnserisu s is that . the J nfp rmation must have, come from someone 
who k new what went on ai the December 10 conference. This 
is modified by statements that certain of the information is 
ncrt accurate and some hot true. It is further modified by the 
fact that many of the persons interviewed are unable to recall 
exactly what was discussed at the conference and, of the items 
discussed, exactly what was said by certain individuals. It 
has_ be en pointed out that most of the matters diacussed had been 
previously discussed in great detail on many occasions by the 
fjoint Chiefs off Staff and those officially interested in the' 
part icular, problems, The conviction of those who feel that 
the information in question had to have come from someone who 
had knowledge of what went on at the December 10 conference 
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is qg- agraii^ base ji^ x pn. the fact that most of the items in _ 
Arjd ersj jn's paper anA-Allen's cplumn were actually discussed in 
s orneryorm~~at the conference. As pointed out above, some of 
the information"wab inaccurate. 


At this point, it a^jpe ars necessary that we actually 
d etermine when , the...Be arson column “‘of December 15, appearing 
i n^h&^M§l!DJLQX'ti .' v l)a ii.y Mirror, ’’ was filed with Bell Syndicate. 
Sfnce Allen_cic iuall.u j p.pinted a similar column in the ”New 
Y o.rk Post'' ..on December 13, it is important^, that we know when 
h e filed that column since Allen's information may have been 
made_ avail d$le ..By .Pearson, Ue cannot overlook the possibility 
that Allen'may have originally obtained the information and 
made it available to Pearson. The timing^ therefore,, of .the 


columns would_have significance 


in analysing 


these questions. It is, I think, a fa.i.r s s ump t i on that 
Pegrson~JJ>~aware of our investigation^. If the leak originated 
with someone who attended the December .10 conference they 


would, in all probability, have notified Pearson that the 
investigation is going on. Sinc e this is true, I feel that we 

I II s hould now go directly to Bell Syndicate to obtain information 
«| a s^tpfg fnen' Pearson ' s ~ col umn was filed n We. should obtain_ a 
copy of the 'fc 6 mol e tel coliimn. I think we c .should also make 
s ij&ilar inquiries regarding the Allen column as to the time 

i ° f f ilin 9 ' 


In the event results of pending interviews do not 
indicate otherwise, we should, after obtaining the information 
regarding the Pearson columns, interview Joseph Short, Press 
Secretary at the White House. Short was not present at the 
December 10 conference to our knowledge. He did make a brief 
statement to the press regarding the conference. He should be 
interviewed to determine if Anderson, or a representative of 


Pearson or of Allen, was at the White House on that date and, 
if so, complete details should be obtained as to Short's 
observations of who they talked to, vohat questions were asked, 
etc. Short should also be discreetly questioned regarding 
his knowledge of Pearson's and Allen's sources in the 
Government which would have a beaming on this investigation. 


Thereafter, interviews should be had with Drew Pearson, Jack 

~Ancte rson _ anH Robe rt'ATleri. . In '^o rde r that the ~reco~rcT may be" 

“cateaf Jihxl, on the off chance that we man deuelon information. 


it is felt that these interviews will have to be conducted . 


2 








RECOMMENDATIONS: 

It vou appr ove, the New.York Off ice will be 
t elephontoall it instructed to initiate inquiries at Bell 
S und i cate , i n New York, It is n ot 'H efinTte whether Bell 
Syndicate__ ha ndles Allen's, columnIn the. event it does . not, 
inguiries...s hould be initiated at-..the "New York Post" for 
i nformatio n regarding Allen.’s column. 
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GO-ROUND 

iip== By DrewPearson zsz 

WASHINGTON, Dec. 14. 

— The world sat up 
over Pres. Truman's pub¬ 
licized meeting- with the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff when 
he returned from Key 
West, but it was routine. 
.The highlight was an as¬ 
surance from 
Bradley that a cease-fire 
could be worked out in - 
Korea. 

The diplomatic and military 
chiefs were waiting when HST 
strode in, grinning. He shook 
hands all around, said it was 
"good to be back,” asked how' 
they liked his tan. 

He let the joint chiefs do most 
of the talking, and here is a 
brief account of what hap¬ 
pened : 

Truman sat back, called for 
views, and made such com¬ 
ments as: "That's a tough one.” 

Bradley led with a summary^ 
of the Korean situation, report-^ 
ed the Reds seemed ready to**- 
come to terms, that a cease-fire 
agreement could be worked out | 
if both sides made concessions. 

Gen. Vandenberg, Air chief,] 
opposed major concessions, was f 
a|amant against allowing the 
Communists to build airfields 
dilring the cease-fire. 

<Gen. Collins, Army chief, op¬ 
posed giving in on troop rota¬ 
tion. The Chinese propose a 
freeze on all troops entering 
Korea, blocking replacements 
for combat veterans. This wouIgJ 
be a blow to morale Collins 
warned. 

Silent Admiral 
Collins agreed "minor con¬ 
cessions” should be made to 
win some in return. Truman 
commented that no concessions 
should be granted that we 
"would later regret.^ 

Admiral Fechteler made only 
a half-minute speech, pledged 
that the Navy is prepared to 
carry out "any mission any 
time any place.” 

For the Army, Collins 
pledged the Army couldn't be 
blasted out of Korea, could 
hold on "until hell freezes 
over.” 

One concession discussed was 
yielding to the Reds on inspec¬ 
tion behind the lines. We have 


4 


Tolson. 


£ : X/ Ladd. 



Clfegg - -- 

Glaviu_ 

Ni chols,_ 

Rosen_ 

Tracy.___ 

bo___ 

Alden 


JTelmont & 


Laugblin^ 
Mohr_ 






o.onr'V -y 


J 


a settlement within 20 ddys. 
Some -details will be left] to 
iron out later. ] 

Another matter discussed was 
the question of withdrawing 
U.N. troops altogether —* alter 
the armistice. The facts lire- 


garding this must not be pub- 
been holding out for it by*- — now. 1 . 

U.N.-Communist teams, but the * 

Reds want it by "neutral” 
nations—and that meant Poland 
and Czechoslovakia. L at e r 
they agreed to consider Den¬ 
mark, Sweden and Switzerland. 

These would be acceptable to 
us. Bradley proposed giving 
ground here and it has been 
done. . ^ ^~ 

. SXgfcfljjMflcn^ipal theme was that 
close, with 
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WASH FROM WASH FIELD 
DIRECTOR -K 

DRaApEARSCNs ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITEHOUSE CONFERENCE 
DECEMBER TENTH, FIFTYONE, TO JACK-JlIDERSON, LEGMAN FOR 
DREW PEARSON; ESP DASH X. CHIEF OF AIR F ORCE Qjf&BR AL HOYT S. 
V ANDENBERG WAS INTERVIEWED TODAY AND ADVISED f$fcT HE HAD 
ATTMDED THE CONFERENCE AT THE WHITEHOUSE ON DECEMBER TENTH, 
LAST* GENERAL VANDHiBERG STATED THAT HE HAD NOT MADE ANY 


t- 


>/ 


NOTES AT THE CONFSIENCE AND HAD NOT PREP ARED ANY MEMORAND A 

OR SEEN ANY MEMORANDA WHICH ANYONE ELSE HAD PREPARED CONCERNING 

^ US 

THE CONFERENCE, HE STATED THAT THE MEMO WHICH HE HAD ffUSPAftE D 

O f 

WITH MR, FINLETTER ON DECEMBER TENTH, LAST, REFERRING YET TIE 
WHITEHOUSE CONFERENCE WAS MATERIAL WHICH WAS NOT DISCUSSED 

V 

AT THE WHITEHOUSE CONFERENCE AND WHICH HE, MR. FINLETTER AND 
MR. LOVETT THOUGHT SHOULD Ut'BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE 


PRESIDENT, |j^D v THAT U PERTAINED TO AN ALTERNATE PROPOSAL IN 
CONNECTIONS®!^ THE PEACE NEGOTIATIONS., HE STATED THAT THE ONLY 


PERSONS Hfe 


AND MR. 


n~ 


3SCTS3ED THE CONFERENCE WITH ABE MR. LOVETT 






HE STATED THAT THE ORIGINAL OF THE MEMO 


PREPARED^! JR. FINLETTER'S OFFICE ON DECEMBER TENTH, FIFTYONE, 


A COPY OF WHICH WAS PREVIOUSLY FURNISHED THE BUREAU; WAS DELIVERED 

' HIM. GENHIAL 


PERSONALLY TO MR. LOVETT BY 'MR. 1 -FINLE' 




VANDENBERG SEATED THAT A COPY OF THE MEMO WAS GIVEN TO 

HIM AND HE GAVE 4T TO HIS AIDE, COLONEL 1 11 V /'/ 

DEC 19 Ml 

ffJJjsEAS 
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* ^ 

CHARLES V. MURPHY, BUT HE REITERATED THAT 'THE CONTENTS OF THIS 
MEMO WERE NOT DISCUSSED AND HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH THE CONFERENCE 
HELD AT THE MEETING ON DECEMBER TENTH, LAST. THE ARTICLE BY 
ROBERT S. ALL^N WAS SHOWN TO GENERAL VAHDENBERG AND HE ADVISED 
THAT IN HIS OPINION THIS ARTICLE COULD NK HAVt&EBI WRITTEN 

WITHOUT THE WRITER’S HAVING ACCESS TO WHAT TRAJfSPIRED AT THE 

$ \ 

CONFERENCE. HE POINTED OUT THAT EVERYTHING APfiARING IN l|B 
ARTICLE HAD BEEN SOMETIME CR OTHER IN THE PAST PUBLICLY STATED 
BY THE INDIVIDUALS TO WHOM THE MATERIAL WAS ATTRIBUTED, AND THAT 

CERTAINLY ANYONE WHO HAD FOLLOWED THE KOREAN SITUATION AND 

* 

ANALYZED VARIOUS ARTICLES APPEARING IN THE PRESS ON THE SITUATION 

c. 

COULD HAVE PREPARED THE ALI^J ARTICLE. HE FURTHER COMMENTED THAT 

-H 

THE ALLAN ARTICLE WAS, IN FACT, ERRONEOUS IN ITS REPORTING OF WHAT 
ACTUALLY TRANSPIRED. HE STATED THAT THE WHOLE REASON FOR THE 
CONFERENCE IN HIS OPINION WAS FOR THE PRESIDENT fCTRECEIVE REASONS 
WHY CERTAIN NEGOTIATION INSTRUCTION HAD BEEN SHIT TO GENERAL 
RIDGEWAY IN JAPAN. GENERAL VANDENBERG STATED THAT THE PART OF 


THE ARTICLE ATTRIBUTED TO HIM WAS ABSOLUTELY INCORRECT AND STATED 

_ w ~ « .WHWvVWW ^ ^ ’** "* * ** «• 

THAT HE HAD ONLY MADE A SHORT STATEMENT AT m CONF ERENCE WHICH WAS 
NOT IN ACCORD WITH THE KLIM ARTICLE. HE STATED WITH RESPECT TO 
GENERAL COLLINS’ REMARK QUOTE UNTIL HELL FREEZES OVER UNQUOTE THAT 
HE COULD NCT RECALL THIS REMARK AND DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT GENERAL 
COLLINS WOULD MAKE SUCH A REMARK IN SPEAKING TO THE PRESIDENT AND 


THAT HE FEELS CONFIDENT THAT IF GENERAL COLLINS HAD MADE SUCH REMARK, 
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HE WOULD HAVE CERTAINLY REMEMBERED IT. HE CONCLUDED BY STATING 

. jp; ' f m m i rn ■ I . MM.WI .*•*■* 

vrti:;-', 

THAT THE ALLAN AR TICLE WAS AJPOGR REPORT ON WHAT HAPPENED AT THE 


CONFERENCE^ AND STATED THAT WHOEVER PREPARED THE ARTICLE MUST 
HAVE HAD VERY LITTLE INFORMATION ON WHAT ACTUALLY TRANSPIRED, 
UNLESS THE WRITER DELIBERATELY SLANTED THE ARTICLE IN THAT 

■HP 

FASHION. HE STATE D THAT HE WAS NO T ACQUAINTED WITH JA CK ANDERSON 
AND BELIEVES THAT HE HAS MET, DREW PEARSON ONCE ABOUT TWO YEARS 

<1. 1 / T'"' 1J. --■ ■ W 

AGO IN THE DEFENSE BLDG., AND THAT THE LAST TIME HE SAW ROBERT S. 


£ 


AU4N WAS IN EUROPE WHEN ALLAN WAS INTELLIGENCE OFFICER FOR 
GENERAL PATTON. HE DENIED SEEING OR TALKING TO ANY OF THESE 
INDIVIDUALS SINCE THE CONFERENCE IN QUESTION. 


HOOD 
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^ Jf DREiurFEARSON, ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITEHOUSE CONFERENCE.DECEMBER 

" " JD 

f TUI, FIFTIONE, TO JACIFMDERSON, LEGMAN FOR DREW PEARSON; ESP 
DASH X. MR. S. EVERETT GLEASON, DEPUTY SECURITY OFFICER, 


NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL, ADVISES THIS DATE THAT HIS SUPERIOR, 

\ ^ V ... | --( II || — mm ****"*** 1 *"^^ --■ - . II>l>K I WI I l l m\i 
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FURNISHED 


t, STATE DEPT., OF GENERAL CONTENTS OF DECISIONS 


GLEASON NOTIFIED JOHN EMERSON, 


R EACHED AT PRESIDENT »S CONFERENCE ON DECEMBER Tffl TH: HOWEVER, 

STATES,.AFPEABKD EMERSON ALREADY FAMIL IAR WITH RE^IILf S OF CONFERENCE 


S £ TP THROUGH INFO FURNISHED EMERSON BY STATE DEPT. CFFICIALS. EMERSON ! S 

_ IV .'<>* * * ■ , » ** # ■»*+ wmmmmm (- .c- -M*.*-* ^ 


^ jea ^ 


INTEREST IN CONFERENCE BASED ON FACT THAT HE WORKS) ON STAFF 
PREPARING NSC DRAFT RE KOREAN SITUATION. JAMES 1, WEBB, UNDERSECRETARY 
OF STATE, RE INTER VIEWED TODAY AND PRESENTED WITH COPY OF EXCERPTS 

r r—r i — r-y i — m <* *■**•* 

FROM COLUMN OF ROBERT ALLEN APPEARING IN QUOTE NEW YORK POST UNQUOTE 
DECEMBER THIRTEENTH. CONTENTS OF COLUMN INDICATE AESLEN RECEIVED INFO 
FROM SOMEONE AT CONFERENCE. H. FREEMAN MATTHEWS, DEPUTY UffiEBSEGBmEY 


O F STATE, FURNISHED SAMEjm BflLAS. THASLGB 
QPINION COLUMN COULD HAVE BEEN PREPARED BY* 




IN BACKGROUND LEADING UP TO CONFERENCE 
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PAGE TWO 

FROM TH OSE IN ATTENDANCE AT CONFERENCE. ADMIRAL DENNISON OF_ 
WH3TEHOOSB STAFF ALSO INTER VI EWED TODAY AND ADVISES DID NOT SEE 

THE PEARSON RELEASE IN THE POSSESSION OF ANDERSON. CLAIMS DOES 
NOT KN OW PEARSON OR ANDHtSON AND DENIES ANY DISCLOSURE ON HIS PART 
OF INFO INVOLVED. ADVISES ONLY NOTES OF CONFERENCE TO HIS KNr CT.1CTr.Te 

*«. . . * ^*mmm*x*m*m***^ .*.. 

WERE THOSE MA DE BI LAI. WHO TOOK MINUTES OF MEETING. STATES FIRST 

^"***** r - 111 *■■ *.«■*: (mmmhvmhmmnh^^ 

KNEW FACT MEETING TO BE HELD ON DECEMBER EIGHTTH, WH E N ADVISED BY 
PRESIDENT. DOBS NOT RECALL DISCUSSION AT MEETING OF DECEMBER 
TWENTTSEVENTH CEASE FIRE EXTENSION. STATES UN ABIE SUGGEST ANY 
SUSPECT AS RESPONSIBLE FOR LEAK. SUGGESTS STATE DEPT. AS POSSlBI|fe 
SOURCE OF LEAK. BUT HAS NO FACTS TO SUPPORT THIS OTHER THAN PAST 

xwww i nnr h i t m mm . «**» *»&**^i*^**»s#H^^ m mumn mrn> -•* ••* 

EXPERIENCE IN LEAKS OF INFO. THAT DEPT. HIS ACCOUNT OF DISCUSSIONS 

» ms twit ii • t — 

AT CONFERENCE SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME AS THOSE DEVELOPED THROUGH OTHER 
INTERVIEWS. DENNISON READ AND ANALYZED BOTH THE ALLEN AND PEARSON 
COLUMNS AND STATES H3S OPINIO N NEITHER CO ULD- HAVE BBftJ WRITTEN 
OUTSIDE INDIVIDUAL WITHOUT ASSISTANCE. ADVISES HIS RECOLLECTION 

— 1 " w wi m i m rn Wf « w«w a mirnii m ^f ,/i* 

THAT OVER ONE HALF OF CONFERENCE DEVOTED TO DISCUSSION OF EUROPEAN 
SIUTATION AND INDICATED HE CONSIDERED IT UNUSUAL THAT NEITHER COLUMN 
CONTAINED ANY DETAILS CONCERNING EUROPEAN DISCUSSIONS. 


HOOD 
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DRE¥ PEARSON: ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITEHOUSS CONFERENCE DEC. 

TEN, NINETEEN FIFTY ONE TO JACK*ANDERSON, LEG DASH MAN FOR /U-\A 
DREW PEARSON; ESPIONAGE DASH X. GENERAL JOSEPH COLLINS, ARMY 
CHIEF OF STAFF, INTERVIEWED TODAY AND ADVISED HE HAD ATTENDED 
THE CONFERENCE AT THE WHITEHOUSE DEC. TEN LAST. COLLINS ADVISED 
MEJTING OPENED BY BRIEFING BY GENERAL BRADLEY, THEN PRESIDENT 
CALLED ON LOVETT, FOLLOWED BY VANDENBERG AND THEN ADMIRAL 
FECHTELER. THEREUPON THE PRESIDENT TURNED TO THE SECRETARIES, 
^PACE, FINLETTER AND ACTING SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, P/HI TEH AIR, 

FOR REMARKS. COLLINS ADVISED HE FOLLOWED WHITEHAIR AS SPEAKER 
AND MADE BRIEF POINTS, SPEAKING AT DIFFERENT TIMES. HIS FIRST 
REMARKS WERE BASED ON A POINT WHICH HAD BEEN RAISED BY ADMIRAL 
FECHTELER, AND COLLINS ADVISED HE POINTED OUT SOME DISAGREEMENT 
WITH ADMIRAL FECHTELER 1 S REMARKS AND THEN WENT ON TO DISCUSS 
THE ARMISTICE AND CONCESSIONS THAT COULD BE CONSIDERED. LATER 
THE PRESIDENT EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER THE AIR BUILDUP OF THE 
COMMUNISTS AND THE POSSIBILITIES THAT WE MIGHT NOT BE ABLE TO 
MAINTAIN OUR FORCES IN KOREA. COLLINS THEREUPON INTERJECTED WITH 
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the comment that he would guarantee that we would not be 

THROWN OUT OF KOREA. FOLLOWING GENERAL COLLINS» LAST REMARKS, 

HE ADVISED MR. WEBB WAS CALLED UPON AND HE REFERRED 

TO MR. MATTHEWS, WHO OUTLINED THE POSITION OF THE STATE DEFT. 

HE ADDED MR. WEBB ALSO SPOKE A FEW WORDS, DETAILS NOT RECALLED. 
COLLINS ADVISED HE WENT TO CONFERENCE IN SAME CAR WITH ADMIRAL 
FECHTELER AND RETURNED TO PENTAGON FOLLOWING CONFERENCE WITH 
FECHTELER, THEREAFTER, DISCUSSING THE PROCEEDINGS WITH NO ONE 
ELSE AND MADE NO RECORD OF SAME. THE NEW YORK POST COLUMN, 

PREPARED BY ROBERT S. ALLEN, RELATIVE TO WHITEHOUSE CONFERENCE, 

WAS DISPLAYED TO GENERAL COLLINS AND HE ADVISE) THAT PORTION 
ATTRIBUTED TO HIM AS REFLECTED IN THE ALLEN COLUMN WAS A FAIR 
SUMMATION OF HIS PORTION, ALTHOUGH NOT IN THE EXACT WORDS AS 
RECAL LED BY GENERAL COLLINS. HE WAS POSITIVE IN STATING HE DID 
NOT USE THE PHRASE QUOTE UNTIL HELL FREEZES OVER UNQUOTE, ALTHOUGH 
HE WAS NOT CERTAIN ABOUT HIS HAVING MADE ANY REMARKS CONCERNING 
TROOP ROTATION. CONCERNDDTHE PRESIDENTIAL QUOTATION AS REFLECTED 
BY ALLEN, GENERAL COLLINS SAID IT WAS ESSENTIALLY WHAT THE PRESIDENT 
HAD STATED, BUT NOT AN EXACT QUOTATION, ALTHOUGH IN SUBSTANCE WAS 
ACCURATE. HE ADVISED THE ALIEN QUOTATION ATTRIBUTED TO GENERAL 
VANDENBERG WAS ESSENTIALLY CORRECT AND THAT THE REMARKS ATTRIBUTED 
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TO GENERAL BRADLEY WERE GENERALLY ACCURATE, ALTHOUGH IN THE 
CONFERENCES GENERAL BRADLEY HAD NOT STRESSED THAT THE MATTER 
OF TROOP ROTATION HAD BEEN HELD AS A BARGAINING POINT AGAINST 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF AIR FIELDS ON THE PART OF THE COMMUNISTS. 

GENERAL COLLINS HAD NO SUGGESTION AS TO HOW A LEAK MAY HAVE 
OCCURRED, IF A LEAK DID OCCURR, AND EXPRESSED THE BELIEF THAT 
IT WOULD BE POSSIBLE THAT THE COLUMN BY ROBERT ALLEN COULD HAVE 
BEEN PREPARED BY SOMEONE WHO HAD PICKED UP A FEW BITS OF DATA 
HERE AND THERE FROM PERSONS WHO MAY HAVE OBTAINED IT EVEN SECOND 
OR THIRD HAND, WHICH PERSONS MAY HAVE ALSO POSSESSED KNOWLEDGE OF 
PREVIOUS CONFERENCES RELATIVE TO SIMILAR SUBJECT MATTER. CONCERNING 
THE PERSONNEL PRESENT AT THE CONFERENCE, GENERAL COLLINS SAID HE 
HAD NO PERSONAL SUSPICIONS AND POINTED OUT HE HAD NOT SEEN OR HAD 
ANY CONTACT WITH DREW PEARSON IN MORE THAN A YEAR. GENERAL COLLINS 
ADVISED HE KNEW WHO JACK ANDERSON WAS, BUT NEVER HAD MET HIM 
AND KNEW OF NO OTHER PERSONS IN PEARSON»S EMPLOY. CONCERNING 
ROBERT S. ALLEN, GENERAL C OLLINS ADVISED HE KNEW ALLEN, BUT HAD 
NOT S EEN OR TALKED TO HIM IN MORE THAN A YEAR. CLAYTON FRITCHE? 
DIRECTOR PUBLIC INFORMATION, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, ADVISED HE 
POSSESSED NO INFO CONCERNING PROCEEDINGS, WHITEHOUSE CONFERENCE, 

DEC. TEN AND DID NOT KNOW WHO ATTENDED OTHER THAN FfiBM CONJECTURE. 

HE ADVISED ON AFTERNOON TUESDAY DEC. ELEVEN, JACK ANDERSON VISITED 
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HIS O FFICE BETWEEN THREE AND FIVE P.M. ANDERSON I NQUIR ED 
REGARDING THE WHITEHOUSK CONFERENCE AND FRITCHEY INDICATED HE 
POSS ESSED NO .INFORMATION. ANDERSON INFORMED FRITCHEY HE HAD 
PRETTY GOOD FILL IN AND FRITCHEY GATHERED FROM ANDERSON’S MANNER 
ANDERSON CONSIDERED THE MATERIAL AUTHENTIC. ON WEDNESDAY, DEC. 

TWELVE FRICHEY VISITED DREW PEARSON’S HOME FOR DINNER AND BRIDGE, 
ALTHOUGH PEARSON DOES NOT PLAY BRIDGE PERSONALLY. ENROUTE FRITCHEY 
WENT BY HOME OF FRITCHEY’S ASSISTANT, COLONEL CLARKE NSWLON, WHO 
LATER JOINED FRITCHEY AT THE PEARSON RESIDENCE FOR BRIDGE. 

^DINNER GUESTS AT THE PEARSON HOME INCLUDED PEARSON AND WIFE, | 

~| OF KENTUCKY, MR. FRITCHEY AND ATTORNEY, | 

be 

AND WIFE. WHILE AT DINNER OR POSSIBLY JUST BEFORE DINNER, JACK b7c 
ANDERSON CAME IN AND FRITCHEY WAS INVITED ASIDE AND SHOWN AN 
ARTICLE WHICH HE GATHERED WAS PART OF A COLUMN TYPEWRITTEN ON 
[SEVERAL YELLOW PAGES. FRITCHEY LEARNED FROM PEARSON THAT THE 
MATERIAL CONTAINED SEVERAL ITEMS TO WHICH GENERAL BRADLEY OR COLONEL 
CLIFTON OBJECTED AND THAT ANDERSON WAS GOING TO PRESENT THEM TO 
THESE OFFICERS. PEARSON INVITED FRITCHEY TO READ THE COLUMN MATERIAL 
WHICH HE DID AND ADVISED HE FOUND IT RATHER INNOCUOUS AND PRETTY 
TAME. HE STATED DESPITE THIS, IT STRUCK HIM THAT THE FACT THAT 
THERE APPEARED TO BE A LEAK FROM AN IMPORTANT CONFERENCE WAS IMPORTANT, 
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HE S TATED H E DID NOT SUGGEST THIS TO PEARSON NOR DID HE SUGGEST 
THAT PEARSON NOT PUBLISH THE COLUMN, STATING THAT HE DID 'NOT 
FEEL IT WOULD CAUSE ANY FUROR AS IT IS KNOWN PEARSON HAS EXCELLENT 
S OURCE S AND THIS SORT OF THING OCCURRS REGULARLY. FRI TCHEY AD VIS ED 
THAT A NDERSO N THEN DEPARTED AND AN HOUR OR SO LATER ANDERSON RETURNED 
WHILE FRITCHEY WAS PLAYING BRIDGE. HEJ3ID NOT SEE THE COLUMN 
ON THIS OCCASION; HOWEVER, PEABSDN SAID THE COLITMN HAD BEEN CHANGED 
INTONE OR TWO PLACES IN ACCORDANCE WITH GENERAL BRADLEY’S SUGGESTION 
AND PEARSON INCLUDED THAT THE COLUMN WOULD BE CHANGED IF SUGGESTED. 
FRITCHEY GATHERED FROM THIS THAT THE COLUMN WOULD BE DISPATCHED AND 
ALSO CONCLUDED THAT THE COLUMN HAD APPEARED, ALTHOUGH PERHAPS NOT 
IN THE WASHINGTON POST, AS EDITORS OFTEN EXERCISE THE PREROGATIVE 
TO DELETE COLUMNS OR PORTIONS. FRITCHEY EXAMINED THE ROBERT ALLEN 
COLUMN OF THE NEW YORK POST, DEC. THIRTEEN, AND SAID THAT TO HIS 
RECOLLECTION, THEY ARE PRETTY WELL PARALLEL TO THE PEARSON MATERIAL 
HE HAD READ. FRITCHEY RELATED THAT ON SATURDAY DECEMBER FIFTEEN, 
BEFORE NOON, ANDERSON HID VISITED HIM ON ANOTHER MATTER AND HE 
TWITTED ANDERSON ABOUT BEING SCOOPED BY ALLEN. HE DECLARED ANDERSON 
APPEARED GENERALLY SURPRISED AND LEFT IN A HURRY, APPARENTLY IN 
SEARCH OF A NEW YORK POST CONTAINING THE ALLEN COLUMN. FRITCHEY 
COULD OFFER NO SUGGESTION AS TO THE SOURCE OF THE LEAK NOR FURNISH 
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ANY INVESTIGATIVE LEADS IN THIS DIRECTION. HE ALSO SA ID HE 
COULD DRAW NO CONCLUSIONS AS TO WHETHER A COITION SOURCE MAY 
HAVE BEEN USED TO FURNISH INFO FOR THE PEARSON AND THE ALLEN 
COLUMNS OR IF A CONFIDENTIAL SOURCE HAD B3_,N USED. 


HOOD 
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December 19, 1951 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

ERSt^PEARSON, /-/ 

ALLEGED LEAK FROM IJHXT2 ROUSE CONFERENCE ' ' ' 1 

DECEMBER 10, 1951, TO JACK*ANDERSON, LEO-MAN , 

FOR DREW PEARSON, ; yV I 

ESPIONAGE - X. !/ t-^ 


Reurlet December 15, 1951 • 

There is attached the original of Copy No . 20 o/ 20 
copies of a memorandum for the Secretary of Defense, bearing 
the stamped signature of Thomas K, Finletter, dated December 
10, 1951, together v)ith one photostatic copy thereof • This 
is being returned in accordance with your request . 


Enclosure 
cm-1/, tu-< 


photostatic copj^of the above-described memorandum 
Qti&+being retained in the files of the Bureau,) 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 04 


§ # 

Office Memorandum • united states government 


TO : 
FROM s 
SUBJECT: 


Mr. C. E. 

W. A. Branig 



date: December 18, 1951 

* ToIson 


Clegg_ 


“COLUMN APPEARING Mi- INFORMATION CONTAINED 

IN "NEW YORK POST," 12-13-51 HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 


date.v£-.£$:. 



The New York Office furnished the following 
information; 

* 

The "New York Post" regularly publishes four weekday ' 
editions as follows; 

(1) "Night Extra." This is published as of 9;30 A.M. 
each day. 

(2) "7 Blue Finalxx" printed at 1;30 P.M. 

(3) "7 Blue Final-x" printed at 3; 15 P.M. 

( 4 ) it? Blue Final" printed at 7;20 P.M. 

In the editions published by the "New Yc>rk Post" for 
December 13, 1951, Robert S^Jillen had two different columns. 

The first column entitle d emist Truman Tons Out UcGxat h," appeared 
only in the "Night Extra" edition. ’The^se'cond column which 
contained the story on Korea was printed in all three of the "7 
Blue Final" editions. 

' f \ 

This is for your information'. ■>-’ 



WAB: jmrl^ 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 


December 13, 1951 


WASHINGTON 25, D. C 



Mr. ToJson_ 

Mr. 

Nicjjols. / 

f BehjncntV^—. 

Cjpfj __ 

Mr. Olivia._ 

Mr. Hn.rbo _____ 
Mr. Eusan__ 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MESSRS. TOLSON 

LADD 
- NICHO 
BELMONT 




OrCUX > 0 

Secretary of Defense Lovett called me this afternoon and stated 
that the President wanted him to discuss with me what appears to be a rather 
serious leak on what occurred at a meeting last Monday at the White House. 

He said that the President was desirous of trying to trace out the source of 
this leak. Secretary Lovett stated that the meeting related to plans in Korea 
and general European matters. He said that the press reports have been very 
speculative in this regard. 


Secretary Lovett stated that to his recollection the following were 
in attendance at the meeting: The three Chiefs of Service, General Collins, 
Admiral Fechteler, and General Vandenburg; the three Secretaries or Acting 
Secretaries, Frank Pace, Francis Whitehair replacing Kimball, and Tom 
Finletter; Jim Webb and Matthews from the State Department; possibly Ed Foley 
representing Secretary Snyder; General Bradley, and Secretary Lovett. He 
stated that from the White House were General Vaughan, Admiral Dennison, 
and ppssibly Connelly or Short. He added that he could not remember whether 
he saw both Connelly and Short, but just before going into the room he recalls 
seeing them both. 


The Secretary related that the following has happened. Yesterday 
afternoon an individual by the name jqf_Anderson, who appears to be a leg-man 
for Drew Pearson, went up to Whitehair and said, "I've got a story of the Monday 
meeting; thought you would like to take a look at it, " and Whitehair reportedly 
said he didn't want to take a look at it. Apparently Anderson either read him 
or showed him certain excerpts which startled Whitehair so in their apparent 
accuracy that he came back and spoke to his Navy colleagues about it and they 'Jt 
advised Admiral Dennison and Dennison advised the President. The President^ 
then called General Bradley and suggested to Bradley that he get hold of Pearson 
or Anderson and ask to see this report; that Anderson subsequently last night 
around seven o'clock came over to General Bradley with the report, which was 






already on. the Bell Syndicate wires and Bradley persuaded Anderson to delete 
two major statements by red-penciling them, stating that they were either a 
breach of security or definitely not within the national interest. Anderson, 
according to Secretary Lovett, appeared to have agreed to this. 

Secretary Lovett stated that General Bradley called him after the 
meeting and said that in his opinion the statement is presumably coming out 
this Saturday and that it is not too harmful but the story was not killed. He 
stated that the President appears to be relieved but he is very apprehensive 
as to the leak of information concerning the meeting. Secretary Lovett stated 
that he thought it was a terrible thing when the President could not talk to his 
supposedly intimate advisors without having someone go out and" talk about it. 

He stated that it was the Presidents desire that he talk with me and find out 
what could be done. 

I told the Secretary that the important thing was first to find out 
who was at the meeting and then find out if any of them, upon returning, had made 
any memoranda on the meeting or advised someone in their own office. I told him 
I would be very glad to assign the matter to Assistant Director Belmont. 

Secretary Lovett stated that General Bradley is out of town but he would have 
his Executive Officer, Colonel Randall, try to collect some information on the 
matter this afternoon. 

The Secretary is attending budget hearings this afternoon but will 
return to his office at 6:30 PM. I told him that Mr, Belmont will be in his office 
(Secretary Lovett 1 s) promptly at 6:30 to discuss the matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Ojl 

Jo^J Edgar Hoover 
^Director 


cc--Mr. Nease 
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Office Memorandum 




UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


TO 

FROM 


THE DIRECTOR 


MR. 


f/ 


date.- December 18, 195J^ 

‘ Tolson 


SUBJECT: 




PURPOSEi 


D. M. LADD 

o 

DREW PEARSON, 

ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
DECEMBER 10, 1951, TO JACK-&NDERSON, LEG-MAN 

FOR DREW PEARSON, M rnurMMPn 

ESPIONAGE - X. AU IWFORWATIOW 2«NTAI 

herein is UNCLASSIFIED 
oate.^#:3£by^ 


l/ 




Tele. Room__ 

Neaae__ 

Gandy 


To advise you that a tary 

F i nl e fcfcaxu. nt's 

c' onfe re nee j oaajE&g.alL.gfeJiJte ol e, 

go 1 o ne. 0 

memorandum was pE ighteen . &&& ies 

m to 

^rg. 



are 




’#&} 


in the possess ron^ 


DETAILS: 


Concerning a memorandum dated December 10, 1951, 
prepared by Secretary Finletter, following his attendance at 

at the White House on December 10, 
1951, the Dir^pJipj'jrigtedj_ n T hi s..is interes tina. We shou 


the President's conference 

Direjcfpj' noted: "This .Js interesting . ... _ 

out who saw this . how many c obles, etc . 




Inquiries by the WFO have developed that this memo¬ 
randum was prepa red^byjle c 3 ££g&L*&M£g& i; er for the spggific 


the 

T?rr 


It 

) 

conference is 
VtT was 
get. 


purpose of pointing out^nohat was noKsaia at 
arm m this connection the only reference t o 
contained in Paragraph 2, whiclT^raW^ y ; 1 ^ :n ^f^TiW x iii&WS r iWS” 
decideathat, since we now have what we went into Korea to 
namely the defeat of the aggression, we should adopt the attitude 
of conceding all points within reason to get the cease-fire. n 
This statement is set forth in the memorandum as a predication 
for the comments . 

Th is i s___the_ lpsf , qf thre e memor anda which were prepared 
at that time for the purpose of "record ino’ and caTITnW^Ko^We 

< -» . ■ -r. - ~ - 

" - of Secretary Lovett the views of 4 

i**Kj»Sto****aM^;**^ 

.. . 

memoranda were not considered adequate when 

torn up. The torn-up copies are in the posi 
At this stage in the investigation, it does 


attention 
wh icK~ we're' 


The first two 



5*rr~ 



RECORDED - 3$ 










contents of the Finle tter 'memo rand um are jD.ar±ia.ula.rlu^aerj iiane 

% OB.Jlfc-J h£3farmn^ s * 
The Finletter memorandum is directed at what the UN position 
will be after a cease-fire s whereas the material discussed 
in the columns in question had to do with negotiations 
looking toward the cease-fire . 

The Finletter memorandum has been seen by General 
Vandenberg; Colonel Charles V . Murphy y Aide to General 
Vandenberg; Secretary Lovett; and by Colonel William Hipps^ 
Clare Shanks and Mrs . Sally Poole of Finletter s office . 

The memorandum was prepared with twenty copies . Eighteen 
copies are in the possession of Finletter; one was furnished 
to Secretary Lovett; and one was furnished to Vandenberg . 

ACTIM : 

Consideration of the Finletter memorandum will 
continue in our investigation of this matter • 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 04 


MR* JL • 


FROM 


vy * u • 

f^EARL 



• UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


date: December 18 



% 


SUBJECT: DREW PEARSON, 1/ — ■ 

ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOffSE CONFERENCE Vx _ 

} DECEMBER 10, 1951, TO JACKfANDERSON, LEG-MAN 

I’Oi? DREW PEARSON, ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED . _ 

ESPIONAGE - I. HEREIM IS UNCLASS1FIE0 ' 7*- hoom 

"Z— 

Wh ilf talfrin# loitft Admiral Rot ert* Je nntson ^ Jl/auaJZ - 

Aide to the plesi'd’enT^^'^n^'December 17, 1951, he advised me Oa. 

tlicRTlFhe Pfes^WenW^'ISKeWlW^t^Id^Denh ison “to cafT' v Se~cretary ''wV 

Lovett and TWqUWit^tKe^FBI^Qfjcpnduct investigation in this ’ 

matter, indicated" the_rea son h e ' desfgnatpdj^g.ett'''' i was' be - 
cause t he guestijpn as to whether there was a leak was of 
p rincipal int erest '^^helJOjem^^M^^oK'^e^eo.aeZ'^s'tnce the 
conference involved Department of Defense matters . Ja tftis 
connection. Admiral Dennison state d^Jibg PXSJjdent gave him t he 

impr ess ton . he^exo.ected.the FBI to talk to Jack Anderson and" 

' o btgvn fr o mjAnde r so _i nforma ti on _ a s to who mag h av e a le akea ' th e 
in formation ."*' 2>e nnis on * "spe cifi cal iy* "Tnd't oateB that the President 

was i nterested' in..f in&ing ou t_ whether an v of ..the,Sndi..yfjluals~ 

who attended _ this. ,c onfe, re njoe l went. . backup nd . _d ictgte d ...a. mem ora ndum 
as to what went...on, ."* 

Admiral Dennison further stated that the President 
Idid not indicate to him any particular person who the President 
I had in mind as possibly being responsible for the leak . 

\ • v * ..-§1 

While discussing the propriety of ^comment'tng on what 
went on at the conference by any of those iinf'l attendance. Admiral 
D en nison s tated tfi&fr the re jar e no written instructi ons~,which 
res tr ic't~"the cjcjwie ^ nts offerithe r Uab inet'jriembe rs at, Cabi net 
m eetings or p e rsons aitffitmma "oonfere.n&ss ""suah as the gne of 
D ecern be r 10j^2i ^gf, nev e rtheles s . in the past the Pre s ident has 
express ed con ce rn ove r the posSibil i tp o /,, leaks ^.o.cc.urr'inq'^from 
con^r^cef^a^tpj^flM^J^^MldA^f^Tn this regard, he stated that 
in conne^tToriTwith the Forrestal and Morgenthau papers, there 
was considerable concern, as a result of which he. Admiral 
Dennison ,^ had^jconferred with* Mr . Pe^yto n r Ford of the Justice 
DepartmentFord. hadexpire sggM-the.....opi.ntohZ..th^at^legplIy Cabinet 
m eeti ng s.and other....imp.ortayb^ mejetAnas^couldJb e "peru se / 

classified and, that considerable thought at the time was aiven J' 

to applying ^ a class if icatipn^ to* everything tjiat^. went ^on^in /** 

s woh mee-ti ngs, ' J t' wds^tij^ina^ljLjde<LiajeA^.“ hjMge uer . to got / , 

clasg ^fu. .a.uch-jcjOM.f.e..rpr^oep T si nce nany. th in gs are _ discussed ^ * 

which are re aJJ.u jiot in a class if iedy td tus^ ^ai^il^^^ue^ 4 ®// 
then of clearing such''jM^.ers^g-V.SoMme'^^diik^Sejaem^^^t^f^A ^/ 

"2 ..' te@R0ED.3i 

csaxn*. -ft ■ ’ ' P 

^^utwdsm ■■ ■ 







-*r 







ACTION: 


The above is submitted for your information . It 
will not be included in the investigative reports in this 
matter * 


2 
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12 - 18-51 

18 

URGENT 


8sOO PM 


WASHJTfoM WASH FIELD 
DIRECTOR 

DRStr'PEARSON , ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITEHOUSE CONFEREJCE DECEMBER TEN 
LAST, TO JACK ANDERSON, LEGMAN FOR DREW PEARSON} ESPIONAGE DASH X. 
^ALEXIS JOHNSON^* DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, FAR EA STERN AFF AIRS, 



1 -tf + *-*-*f ~£*>. M. HMf 


kmm®*** * 


STATES WAS ADVISED BY H. FREEMAN MATTHjWS, DEPUTY UNDERSECRETARY OF 



^ STATE, ON DECEMBER TEN, FIFTYONE, AFTER MATTHE WS RttTlTRNEn FROM 

vj CONFERENCE THAT THE PROPOSED DRAFT TO RIDGEWAY HAD BEE N APPROVED 

^ -«*****? > ■ •****'& ^v^w4WW b i N > ^ 

AT THE CONFERENCE. NO DETAILS GIVEN TO JOHNSON BY MATTHEWS AS TO 


w«* »wv >*%«*- v 

CONVERSATIONS OF MEMBERS PRESENT AT PRESIDENT’S CONFERENCE. JOHNSON 




IN TURN ADVISED ROBERT J. MC CLURKIN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR N^T^AST 


0 ■_ 

O 40. 

I ^WHO WAS MR. JOHNSON’S PRINCIPAL ASSISTANT IN WORKING ON THE DRAFT TO 


^VASIA AFFAIRS, WHOSE DUTIES COVER ACTIVITIES IN KOREA AND JAPAN, AND 

_ ^ "M 

s$V.y 

^ .- __ 

51 il^TMisHKD MC ami AS jmsch m&pjst .VUUSWmJX-aus- 


« « 7; RIDGEWAY, TpflT THF Iw/m RSEtLJUZHKQigm. NO FORTIER DETAILS 
«■• »*v* 


SIMILAR INFO FURNISHED BY JOHNSON TO JOHN HMERSCN, PLANNING ADVISORY 
BUREAU, FAR EASTERN AFFAIRS. JOHN K. EMERSON STATES ADVISED BY MR. 
ALEXIS JOHNSON, AS SET FORTH ABOVE, AND ALSO BY S. EVERETT GLEASON, 

""T-mr* -•• • - mm* 'irf ' *» ** »* * -t >*»*. <, s 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL, WITH WHOM HE HAD COLLABORATED ON A NATIONAL 
SECURITY DRAFT CONCERNING KOREAN M/W!TBR^ TO; THE EFFECT THAT THE 

JAC:PJT:eas mti> n L &£&jtfc &73 

65-6060 


46 DEC |ge|# .J^M *!l ) 







* 






PAGE TWO 





CONFEREN CE WOULD CAUSE NO CHANGES IN TH A T NSC DRAFT . MR. E MERSON 
ADVISED THAT MR. GLEASON FURNISHED HIM NO FURTHER INFO CONCERNING THE 

*••• ■-* i' QHwwiMWw 'i i|il r 1 111 ifriiliiHiMiw 1 * ii) i Jimni i - '■ 'i |r n > 1 i" i'I'M'" W i <-r~ 

PRESIDENT‘S CONFERENCE. pN YOUNG, OFFICE SECRETARY DEFENSE, OFFICE 
OF FOREIGN MILITARY AFFAIRS, AN INDIVIDUAL WHOM S. EVERETT GLEASON 
MENTIONED AS A POSSIBLE PERSON WHOM HE TELEPHONED TO ADVISE THAT THE 
RESULTS OF THE PRESIDENT'S CONFERENCE WERE SUCH THAT NO .CHANGES WOULD 
BE NECESSARY IN THE NSC DRAFT ON KOREA, IN WHICH YOUNG HAD COLLABORATED, 

WAS CONTACTED, AND YOUNG ADVISED THAT HE HAD NEVER BEEN NOT IFIED BY 
GLEASON CONCERNING THE PRESIDENT 'S CONFERENCE. IT WAS POINTED OUT THAT 
GLEASON WAS DOUBTFUL THAT HE HAD CONTACTED YOUNG, BUT MENTIONED HIS NAME AS A 

“ '"numwinu: U.IL1 Lim '"«•'< "•**" - .. -rTrTMTOMTrrfriliiiiinB>i—il . ■ 

-.***.»•• **»«. . 

POSSIBILITY. 


HOOD 
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12 - 18-51 


WASH/FROM WASH FIELD 


8:00 PM 


URGENT 


^/n 


ALLEGED T.EAK EROM WHITEHOUSE CONFER0JCE DECEMBER TBI, 


^ LAST, TO JACK ANDERSON, LEGMAN FOR DREW PEARSON) ESPIONAGE DASH X. 

RE INTERVIEW WITH MR. JAMES E. WEBB, UNDERSECRETARY OF STATE, THE 
*1 FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL DETAILS BEING SET FORTH OF INTEREST TO THE 
a BUREAU: WEBB STATES THAT SUBSEQUENT TO DECEMBER TBi CONFERENCE 



X HAS 

\ —- 





^ANDBAfcKSIUHC, JUMBCISfr 

V •' _____ 

| ^ IN THE Nr TIMES DECEMBER TER. FIFTYON E, TO THE EFFECT THAT WE BB 

. 

v .* CONTEMPLATED LEAVING THE ST ATE DEPT. FREE REPRESENTS THE NEWSPAPER 

s|" 

^ IN WEBB’S HOMETOWN AND WAS NATURALLY INTERESTED IN THIS STORY. WEBB 

s* -■ - 

• & 'ALSO TALKED WITH JOHN HIGHTOWER, WHO COVERS THE STATE DEPT FOR . 

Ik^' y 11,11 n - ^i*^,^****. ^^ a i. *-*>■ w 

W ASSOCIATED PRESS. AND ALSO TALKED WITH JAMES RESTCll WHO REPRESENTS 


£ the NY TIMES. WEBB STATES HIGHTOWER R AISED TWO POINTS. IN D ISCUSSING „ 

-* b a. ^ * 1 * 

Z**? THE PRESIDENT’S CONFERENCE, ONE QUOTE WAS THERE A WORLD CRISIS? UNQUOTE 

^ 1 "* ">■«—— 1 I I— nl l l l T l llT [ ^ '■lifiinT -'^OTIilWmiiirr^^ >. 

'«$» X. fT* ^ 

AND TWOv QUOTE WAS EUROPE DISCUSSED UNQUOTE. WEBB GAVE HIGHTOWER THIS 


v*df» 



r ^ BACBitoUND: THE PRESIDENT IS FURNISHED WITH A GREAT NUMBER OF WRITTEN 
REPORTS CONCERNING THE WORLD SITUATION. HE TAKES HIS POSITION SERIOUSLY 

t 

AND TAKES THE WHOLE SITUATION SERIOUSLY. THE PRESIDENT WANTS TO GET THE 
FULL QUOTE FLAVOR UNQUOTE OF THE THINKING OF THE TOP PEOPLE AS IT IS 
THE PRESIDENT'S POLICY TO KEEP IN CLOSE TOUCH WITH WHAT GOES,ON AROUND 


JACsPJTseas 
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IHAE GOES ON AROUND *v/ 
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THE WORLD. WEBB STATE S HE GAVE THIS INFO TO HIGHTO WER FOR BACKGROUND. 
JAMES RESTON CONTACTED WEBB PN TUESIM. W SMBLg Jm. ■* .given 
G ENERALLY SAME BACKGROUND IN FO CONCERNING THE DECEMBER TE N CON FERENCE 


AS W AS GIV EN TO HIGHTOWER. RESTON INQUIRED CONCERNING CHURCHILL'S 

VISIT AND WANTED TO KNOW THE POLICY OF THE US AS TO CHURCHILL. WEBB 

ADVISED HIM THAT THE GOVT WAS MAKING A VERY CAREFUL STUDY OF THE 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEMS IN CONNECTION WITH OUR RELATIONS WITH GREAT, 

BRITAIN AND EUROPE AND THE FAR EAST, AND INDICATED THAT THIS COUNTRY 

WOULD BE PREPARED TO DISCUSS THESE PROBLEMS WHETHER CHURCHILL TALKED 

AROUT THEM OR NOT. RESTON ALSO INQUIRED AS TO RECENT CHANGES IN THE 
: 's' * 

STATE DEPT AND WEBB DISCUSSED THE SIGNIFICANCE AND HISTORY OF THESE 

CHANGES. A REPORTED RESIGNATION CF SECRET ART OF STATE DEAN ACHESON 

WAS ALSO DISCUSSED. 



a* 
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12.18.51 


Washington from wash fhid 


9*30 P.M. 


/ ® IRE1 PT ( ® URGH? 

^ Ln DREW P EARSON,, AUBCED LEAK FRCM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE MEMBER SEN, rfff^GI 

> / TO JACK ANDERSON, LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON, ESPIONAGE DASH X. SECRETARY^ OF 
v» 2* 

^ NATY *** KJMBAtL I NT ERVI E W ED TODA Y AN D ADVISED PE W ftS ^SSSSt FROM TfMW ** 

* $ TIME OF WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE DEC SOBER TEN IAST AND IN US STEAD C ONF E REN CE 
X” WAS ATTENDED BY UNDERSECRETARY FRANCIS WKTTEHAIR. KIMBALL RELATED FOLLOWING 


WAS ATTENDED BT UNDERSECRETARY FRANCIS WHTTEHAIR. 


_ _ ___ 

^ O CONFER ENCE WHITEHAIB DISCUSSED SAME WITH HIM CELT IN g £HERAL TE RMS_ AND DID NCT^ 

1? i FURNISH TO HIM A SUMMARY OF STATEMENTS MADE BX THOSE IN ATTraDANCE WITH.TSE 






E XCEPTION CF FURNISHING BRIEF RESt^JF^TOIA^J X M» SBXSSSA3R AWn AT ^ 
FECBTEIER. KIMBALL REIATED HE HAD DISCUSSED C CK F EKBBC B PROCEEDINGS WITH 


>CNE, MADE NO MEMORANDUM OR NOTES PERTAINING TO C ONF E R E NC E AS RECEIVED FRCM 




MR. WHITEHAIB* BE ADVISED HE LEARNED IATE THE FOLLOWING EVENING OR MORNING 


* TZ *■ 
0.9) 


o «§£; DECEMBER TWELVE FRCM UNDERSECRETARY WHTEHAIR GF ANDERSON-S CONVERSATICNS 

i 3<s,t 

S z ^ WITH WHTTEHAIR AND OF THE OBVIOUS IEAK OF INFORMATION CONCERNING THE CONFERENCE 

g w 

| z DISCUSSIONS. HE STATED HE REPORTED THIS MATTER THE SAME MORNING TO AMORAL 
j S P 

—! 5 ww aiw nm iturn Anirmt ww inrnro tut mimt rutm mum mvauinfm m/\ 


X 3 FECBTEIER AND ADMIRAL FBCHTEEBR, IN TORN, GAVE THE INFORMATION TO ADMIRAL 


DEHNISCNy WHO UfFOBMED THE PRESIDENT. SECRETARY KIMBALL ADVISED HE HAD NO 




SUGGESTION AS TO THE IDENTITY CF ANY POSSTBIE SOURCE TO PEARSON, ANDERSON 


OR ROBERT S. ALLEN. 
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3 .- 


9:30 P.H. 



% 

DI^BpajCK URGENT 

BREN FEARSeS, ALIEGED IEAK PROM WRITE HOUSE CONFERENCE DEC1MBER TEN, FIFTY 
TO JACK ANDERSON, IEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON, ESPIONAGE BASE X. COPIE S OF 
BREW PEARSON COIUfflUS NON AVAIIAB IE WHICH APPEARE D PEfflADELFHI A INQUIRER AND 
NEW YORK MIRROR DECEMBER FIFTEEN, FIFTY CNF. DISPLAY) TO CIAYTCN FRITCHEY, 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC INFORMATION, DEFENSE DEPT., TODAY. FRITCHEY STATED BOTH 
COLUMNS ARE REASONABLE ACCURATE ACCOUNTS OF THE MATERIAL ORIGINALLY DISPIAYED 



0 HIM BY JACK ANDERSON AT PEARSON HOME NIGHT DECEMBER WELTI TO BEST OF 



HIS RECOLLECTION. HE N OTED SEVE RAL V ARIANCES IN T EXT AND STA TED |B WOULD 
P REFER T HAT OF PHUADSIPHA INQ UIRER AS TABLOIDS HA TE TENDE NCY TO EDIT OR 
DEIETE. AT THIS TOTS, FRITCHEY ADVISED THAT ON EVENING DECEMBER SEVENTEEN, 

"I ' ^ *, * _ _ m UhHIIIWNWUWI* III X — » & 

HE HAD RECEIVED INVITATION FROM MRS. ECJVIE PEARS ON. WI FE OF SUBJECT, TO 
PUT BRIDGE AT THE PEARSON RESIDENCE TONIGHT. DECEMBER EIGHTEEN. HE EXPRESSED 


THE THOUGHT THAT MB. PEARSON MAY HAVE IN MIND MAK ING SOME DI SC REET INQUIRIES 
€ F FRI T C H E Y CONCE RNING CURR ENT DEVELOPMBH TS ARISING FROM THE IR AK, WHICH IS THE 
SUBJECT OF INSTANT INVESTIGATION, AND INQUIRED WHETHER HE, SHO UIP AIMTT THAT 
HE HAD BEEN INTERVIEWED, FRITCHEY WAS TOLD THAT NO SUGGESTIONS OR INSTRUCTIONS 



THENKATURE COULD BE GIVEN TO HIM. IT WAS POINTED OUT TO MR. FRITCHEY 




THE INVESTIGATION WAS CONDUCTED ON A CONFIDENTIAL msjff, AND AT THE INSTRUCTIONS 


OF THE PRESIDENT. COLONEL CHESTER V. CLIFTON. PRESS AH® TO GENERAL OMAR 
BRADIEY, ALSO WAS RECONTACTED THIS DATE, AND DREW PEARSON C O 


IN NY MIRROR OF DECEMBER FIFTEEN ABOVE, IflWft Ajft. ^^LEFToIT STATED'THAT 

* Ttf ml j T « 4^ i -n»c <ww r , - -y » 


AS IT APEBAHED 




io-r 

TftT/CAGtBW ^ vj“ 


/s i 
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h ■■ 
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PACE TWO 


THE COLUMN DISPL AY ED TO fflM FOLLO WED GEN ERALLY HIS RBC OLIBCTIQN QP Jffl E CQH^ENTS 
OP THE MATERIAL WHICH ANDERS CH SHOWED TO GENERAL BRADIEY, AND WHICH THE 


GENERAL READ TO COLCBEL WILLIS MATTHEWS AND HTMSE IF ON THE EVENING OP DECEMBER 

TWELVE. HE REMARKED THAT ALL OP THE POINTS APPEARED IN THE PUBLISHED COLUMN. 

. • * . 

HE STATED THE FIRST PARAGRAPH IN TEES COLUMN DID NOT' STRIKE HIM AS BEING 

IDENTICAL IN FORM, AltfROUGH HE THOUGHT THAT WAS AN INTRODUCTION C OBTAINING 

MUCH THE SAME THOUGHT AS IN THE ANDERSCB MATERIAL. HE PAHTH3UIARLY NOTED THAT 

THE TWO ITEMS WHICH WERE OBJECTIONABLE AND HAD BEEN MARKED FOR DELETION BY 

"GENERAL BRADIEY DID NOT APPEAR AND THAT THE ITEMS CORRECTED AS AGREED UPON 


DID APPEAR IN THE COLUMN. COLONEL CIOTON IDENTIFIED THE REPORTER OP 




-ALIEN WHO COVERS THE 






ABOUT THE, 


SAME RELATION AS ANBERSCR DOES TO PEARSON 
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DIRECTOR URGENT 
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2W2.fff PEARSON, ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCES 
DECEMBER TEN FIFTYONE, TO JACK ANDERSON, LEGMAN FOR DREW 
PEARSON . ESPIONAGE X, ADMIRAL SIDNEY W, SOUERS INTERVIEWED 
TODAY AND UNABLE IDENTIFY INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBLE FOR LEAK . 



sd ADVISED IN H is OPINIO N ACTUAL CONFERENCE INACCURAIeLY 
^REPORTED IN BOTH IE ARSON AND ALLEN COLUMNS WHICH RE STATES 

^APPARENTLY WERE WRITTEN ON BASIS OF INFORMATION FROM IDENTICAL 


SOURCE . STATES OP INI ON PEARSON AND ALLEN^ARTICLESi^COmji^BArE 
BEEN PREPARED PRIMARILY ON BASIS OF CURRENT AND A CUTE KNOWLEDGE 


OF POLITICAL EVENTS PLUS AT LEAST SOME AID FROM INDIVIDUAL 
HAVING ACCESS TO WHAT WAS DISCUSSED AT CONFERENCE . ADVISED IN 
H IS OPIN ION CONFERE NCE! INVOLVED WAS NOT^OSL-mUSUAL IMPORTANCE, 
STATED BOTH COLUMNS FAILED TO REPORT ANY OF THE FOUR ITEMS 
WHICH HE CONSIDERED OF MAJOR SIGNIFICANCE WHICH WERE DISCUSSED * 
AT CONFERENCE, 


HOOD 
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DREW PEAR SOM, ALLEGED LEA! FROM WHITE BOUSE COMFEREMCE 
DECEMBER TEE FIFTYONE TO JACK ANDERSON, IE OMAR FOB DREW 
PEARSOM, ESPIOMAGE - X. ‘ * 


t c 


ADMIRAL DENNISON REIMTERTIEVED TODAY AT WHICH TIME SUMMARIZED 
FOR AGENTS MOTES MADS COVERING COMFEREMCE BY JAMES LAY, AS 
INDICATED BEFORE BY OTHER SOURCES, BOW THE IE ARSON AMD ALIEN 

4& f 

COLUMNS MISSED SEVERAL IMPORTANT MATTERS WHICH WERE ACTUALLY 
1^- DISCU8SER AT CONFERENCE, REPORTED ON MATTERS WHICH WERE 

DISCUSSED WITHOUT COMPLETE ACCURACY, DEMMISOM ADVISED THAT 

AFTER REVIEW OF LAY MOTES, HE IS EVEN MORE CONVINCED IN HIS 

0-1 

OPINIORPTHAT BOTH COLUMNS WERE USED ON INFORMATION ACTUALLY 
FURNISHED FROM CONFERENCE AND THAT THEY WERE NOT WRITTEN PURELY 
ON BASIS OF SPECULATION AND ACUTE AWARENESS OF KORUN NEGOTIATIONS 
LAY NOTES SUBSTANTIATE DENNISON'S STATEMENT TUT CONSIDERABLE 
PORTION OF CONFERENCE DEVOTED TO HUmiFRAN DISCUSSION WHICH, AS 
BURUU KNOWS, NOT COVERED IN EITHER COLUMN, JOSEPH SHORT INTER - 
VIEWED AND HAS FURNISHED COPY OF ACTUAL NEWSPAPER RELEASE MADE 
IN CONNECTION WITH CONFERENCE INCLUDING QUESTIONS ASKED BY 
REPORTERS AND HIS ANSWERS THERETO. REVIEW 0$ WHICH DOES NOT 


INDICATE EITHER COLUMN COULD 

<>5DE027:35f ' 


fERETO, REVIEW Og WHICH DOES NOT 

RECORDED - 111 m ~&0SJ 

> HAVE BEEN USED THEREON, 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 64 


Office" Memoranda, 


SUBJECT: 


MR. A. H. BELKOF 


from : MR. F. J. BAUMGARR 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


date: December 20, 1951 


ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
DECEMBER '10, 1951 f) 

to jack-Anderson, leg-man for dretHpe arson 
ESPIONAGE - I 


«sC S2 Af 

3* 0O» 


§ «(Vy 

yj $&S 


At 11:45 a.m., 12/30/51, Supervisor McAndrews of the if f 
NYO called in connection with the captioned matter. He stated/v^M 
that in reply to a telephonic request from Inspector C. E. 
Hennrich, investigation had been made at the Bell Syndicate, 

New York, on December 20, 1951, and that the following facts 
had been developed: 

■Drew Pearson's column was filed with the Bell Syndicate 
by teletype wire direct from Pearso n's home to the New York Office 
of Bell Syndicate at approximately 4:00 p.m., December 11, 1951. 

A change for this column came through from Pearson, by wire, 
on December 12, 1951. Pearson's column carried the date¬ 
line, Uashington, 12/14/51. The change reads as follows: 

'"One hour after column's release (that would be 5:00 p.m., 
12/ll/5l), President Truman asked General Bradley to 

5 use his influence to stop its publication. As a result, 

3k the column in question, half of which pertained to the 

meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Monday 
Sj (l2/l0/5l) was submitted personally to General Bradley 
for his perusal. General Bradley did not concur with 
g.” the President that the column should be killed. However, 

• he has suggested the following changes, which I am hqo py 
g to make. 

6 

fjC "Second paragraph, under caption 1 Silent Admiral, ' should 
^sf read: 'President Truman commented that no concessions 
should be granted that we would later regret. ' 

% 

n Next last paragraph, make third and closing sentence read: 

'Some details will be left to iron out after the December 
27 deadline.' In other words, omit 'though' and words 
'we are sure to grant a short extension to clear them up. ' 


''sJ v ■ 



"Many thanks. (signed) Drew Pearson i 
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The N e io York Office of the Bureau obtained the 
original column as filed by Pearson with the Bell Syndicate 3 
as well as the original correction . The NYO is still working 
on the Post-Hall Syndicate to obtain the requested in¬ 
formation concerning Robert Allen's column . 
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DREW FEAR SON. ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
DECEMBER TEN FIFTY ONE TO JACK ANDERSON, IE OMAN FOR DREW 
PEARSON. ESPIONAGE - I. 
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ADMIRAL DENNISON REINTERVIEWED TODAY AT WHICH TIME SUMMARIZED 

_ _ _ _J frW l »**. **,»***«,■ «»-.* M -fra! ^ 

FOR AGENTS NOTES MADE COVERING CONFERENCE BY JAMES LAY. AS 




INDICATED BEFORE BY OTHER SOURCES, BOTH THE PEARSON AND ALLEN 
COLUMNS MISSED SEVERAL IMPORTANT MATTERS WHICH WERE ACTUALLY 
DISCUSSED AT CONFERENCE, REPORTED ON MATTERS WHICH WERE 
DISCUSSED WITHOUT COMPLETE ACCURACY. DENNISON ADVISED THAT 
AFTER REVIEW OF LAY NOTES, HE Iff EVEN MORE CO NVIN CED IN HIS 
OPINION ‘THAT BOTH COLUMNS WERE BASED ON INFORMATION ACTUALLY 
FURNISHED FROM CONFERENCE AND THA T THEY WERE NOT WRITTEN PURELY 
ON BASIS OF SPECULATION AND ACUTE AWARENESS^ OF KOREAN NEGOTIATIONS. 


LAY NOTES SUBSTANTIATE DENNISON'S STATEMENT 'THAT CONSIDERABLE 
PORTION OF CONFERENCE DEVOTED TO EUROPEAN DISCUSSION WHICH, AS 
BUREAU KNOWS, NOT COVERED IN EITHER COLUMN. JOSEPH SHORT INTER- 

-- v Il 2 . 

—^iPER RELEASE MART 


VIEWED AND HAS FURNISHED COPY OF JFcTUAJ, NE\ 

IN CONNECTION WITH CONFERENCE INCLUDING QUESTIONS ASKED BY 
REPORTERS AND HIS ANSWERS '..THERETO, REVIEW OF WHICH DOES NOT 
INDICATE EITHER COLUMN COULD HAVE BEEN BASED 'THEREON . 
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DREW PEARSON, ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE DEC TENTH, FIFTY 
ONE, TO JACK ANDERSON, LEG MAN FOR DREW PEARSON, ESP - X. I 

OF BELL SYNDICATE, INC, TWO TWO NINE WEST 
FORTYTHIRD ST, NYC, A SUBSIDIARY OF NORTH AMERICAN NEWSPAPER ALLIANCE, 

INC., WAS INTERVIEWED IN HIS OFFICE ON THE MORNING OF DEC TWENTIETH. 

• be 

HE ADVISED THAT DREW PEARSON HAS HIS OFFICE IN HIS HOME IN WASH, b 7 

DC, IN WHICH IS LOCATED A TELETYPE WHICH HE USES IN DISPATCHING HIS 
NEWS RELEASES TO BELL SYNDICATE, UPON RECEIPT OF THESE TELETYPES 


FROM PEARSON, THEY ARE READ BY 


TO DETERMINE IF THEY MIGHT 


CONTAIN MATERIAL THAT IS LIBELOUS OR SLANDEROUS AGAINST THE PUBLIC 
INTEREST OR AGAINST SECURITY MATTERS IN GENERAL. THEREAFTER THEY 
ARE SENT TO ANY ONE OF A NUMBER OF EDITORS IN THE SYNDICATE WHO 
PROOFREAD THEM FOR GRAMMATICAL CORRECTIONS AND OTHER JOBS NORMALLY 
DONE BY AN EDITOR FOR A COLUMNIST. HE STATED HOWEVER THAT IN NO 
INSTANCE DO THEY CHANGE THE CONTENT^iPW? "oi^pEAjisQNS RELEASES 


WITHOUT CLEARING THEM DIRECTLY WITH PEARSON, 


STATED THAT IN 


PRACTICALLY ALL INSTANCES WHEREVER THERE IS SOME MATERIAL THEY ARE 
NOT SURE OF HE PERSONALLY CONTACTS PEARSON BY TELEPHONE FOR CLAFI- 

« CATION. HE STATED HE RECALLED PEARSONS ARTICLE OF DEC FIFTEEN 
EN# PAGE' ONE .. s 










t i 


PAGE TWO 

THAT APPEARED IN NY DAILY MIRROR PARTICULARLY BECAUSE OF THE FACT THAT 
THERE WAS A FOLLOWUP TELETYPE WITH SOME CORRECTIONS THEREON. HE SUB¬ 
SEQUENTLY OBTAINED FROM HIS FILE THE ORIGINAL TELETYPE MESSAGE SENT 
FROM PEARSONS OFFICE IN WASHINGTON TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWUP CORREC¬ 
TION THAT HE HAD RECD FROM PEARSONS OFFICE. IT APPEARS THAT THE 
ORIGINAL TELETYPE MESSAGE FROM PEARSON WAS DATED DEC ELEVENTH, THE 
CORRECTED TELETYPE WAS DATED DEC TWELFTH. | IRELEATED THAT THIS 

IS A MORE OR LESS STANDARD PROCEDURE IN DEALING WITH PEARSON WHEREBY 

THEY RECEIVE THE STORY AT LEAST THREE TO FOUR DAYS BEFORE ITS PUBLI- 

v - -1 

CATION. AFTER RECEIPT OF NEWS STORIES FROM PEARSON THEY SEND OUT 1 

THE EDITED COPY BY TELETYPE TO CHICAGO AND SAN FRANCISCO, WHICH OFFICES 
THEN SEND IT TO OTHER SUBSCRIBERS IN THOSE AREAS VIA MAIL. THERE IS 
SET FORTH HEREAFTER A COPY OF THE PERfTINENT PORTION OF PEARSONS 
STORY THAT APPEARS IN THE TELETYPES OBTAINED FROM | | A PHOTO¬ 

STATIC COPY OF THE BELL SYNDICATES TELETYPE TOGETHER WITH THE CORREC¬ 
TION WILL BE FORWARDED TO THE BUREAU UNDER SEPARATE COVER. 

QUOTE FROM THE BELL SYNDICATE, INC.—RELEASE SATURDAY, DEC. 15, 1951. 

DREW PEARSON 
ON 

THE WASHINGTON MERRY-GO-ROUND 
/COPYRIGHT, 1951, BY THE BELL SYNDICATE, INC./ 

DREW PEARSON SAYS.../CAPS/ TRUMAN GOT FAVORABLE REPORT ON KOREAN 
END PAGE TWO 











PAGE THREE 


TRUCE AT JOINT CHIEFS MEETING* U. S. TROOPS COULD STAY IN KOREA 
TILL "HELL FREEZES OVER." TOP EXECUTIVES DESERTING TRUMAN. 

/END CAPS/ 

WASHINGTON.—MOST OF THE WORLD WAS INTRIGUED OVER PRESIDENT 
TRUMAN-S MUCH-PUBLICIZED MEETING WITH THE JOINT CHEIFS OF STAFF FOL¬ 
LOWING HIS RETURN FROM KEY WEST. HOWEVER, IT TURNED OUT TO BE 
PRETTY MUCH ROUTINE AFTER ALL. HIGHLIGHT OF THE MEETING WAS AN 
OPTIMISTIC ASSURANCE FROM GEN. OMAR BRADLEY THAT A CEASE-FIRE 
COULD BE WORKED OUT IN KOREA. 

THE NATION-S HIGHEST DIPLOMATIC AND MILITARY CHIEFS WERE WAITING 
IN THE CABINET ROOM WHEN PRESIDENT TRUMAN STRODE IN. HE WAS GRINNING 
BROADLY. SHAKING HANDS WITH EVERYONE AROUND THE CONFERENCE TABLE, 

HE REPORTED THAT IT WAS "GOOD TO BE BACK," AND ASKED HOW THEY LIKED 
HIS SUN TAN. 

AFTER THAT, HE LET THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF DO MOST OF THE TALK¬ 
ING, AND HERE IS A BRIEF, CHRONOLOGICAL ACCOUNT OF WHAT HAPPENED AT 
THE MEETING WHICH CAUSED SO MUCH WORLD-WIDE SPECULATION..... 

THE PRESIDENT SAT BACK, LISTENED INTENTLY AND CALLED FOR EVERY- 
ONE-S VIEWS. OCCASIONALLY, HE BOUNCED HIS FINGERS TOGETHER REFLECTIVE¬ 
LY, IN A QUICK, IMPULSIVE GESTURE, AND MADE SUCH COMMENTS AS... 

"THAT-S A TOUGH ONE." 

GENERAL BRADLEY LED OFF WITH A SUMMARY OF THE KOREAN SITUATION. 

HE REPORTED THAT THE COMMUNISTS SEEMED TO BE READY TO COME TO TERMS,' 
THAT A CEASE-FIRE AGREEMENT COULD BE WORKED OUT IF BOTH SIDES MADE 
CONCESSIONS. 

END OF PAGE THREE 








PAGE FOUR 


HOWEVER, GEN 4 HOYT VANDERBERG, AIR CHIEF OF STAFF, OPPOSED 
MAKING ANY MAJOR CONCESSIONS* HE WAS PARTICULARLY ADAMANT AGAINST 
ALLOWING THE COMMUNISTS THE RIGHT TO BUILD AIRFIELDS DURING THE 
CEASE FIRE. 

GEN. j. LAWTON COLLINS, THE ARMY CHIEF OF STAFF, VIGOROUSLY OP¬ 
POSED GIVING IN TO THE COMMUNISTS ON TROOP ROTATION. THE CHINESE 
HAVE PROPOSED A FREEZE ON ALL TROOPS ENTERING KOREA, THUS BLOCKING 
REPLACEMENTS FOR COMBAT VETERANS WHO HAVE BEEN PROMISED THE CHANCE 
TO GO HOME ON ROTATION. THIS WOULD BE A "BLOW TO MORALE," COLLINS 
WARNED. 

—SILENT ADMIRAL— 

j HOWEVER, GENERAL COLLINS READILY AGREED THAT "MINOR CONCESSIONS* 

{' 

ON OTHER POINTS SHOULD BE MADE IN ORDER TO WIN CONCESSIONS FROM THE 
1 COMMUNISTS. 

PRESIDENT TRUMAN-S ONLY COMMENT WAS THAT EVERY EFFORT SHOULD BE 
MADE TO REACH A CEASE-FIRE, BUT NO CONCESSIONS SHOULD BE GRANTED 
THAT WE "WOULD LATER REGRET." 

/r 

/MORE/ 

MERRY-GO-ROUND—SATURDAY, DECEMBER 15—PAGE 2. 

LEAST TALKATIVE OF THE JOINT CHIEFS WAS ADMIRAL FECHTELER, WHO 
MADE A SHORT, HALF-MINUTE SPEECH IN WHICH HE ASSURED THE PRESIDENT 
THAT THE NAVY IS PREPARED TO CARRY OUT "ANY MISSION ANY TIME ANY 
PLACE." 

END OF PAGE FOUR 









PAGE FIVE 




? 


FOR THE ARMY-S PART, GENERAL COLLINS ASSURED THE PRESIDENT THAT 
THE ARMY COULDN-T BE BLASTED OUT OF KOREA, BUT COULD HOLD ON "UNTIL 
HELL FREEZES OVER." 

ANOTHER CONCESSION DISCUSSED WAS THAT OF GIVING IN TO THE COM¬ 
MUNISTS ON INSPECTION TEAMS BEHIND THE LINES. WE HAVE BEEN HOLDING OUT 
FOR INSPECTION BY JOINT U. N. COMMUNIST TEAMS, BUT THE REDS HAVE BEEN 
ARGUING FOR INSPECTION BY "NEUTRAL NATIONS." 

BY NEUTRAL NATIONS, THE COMMUNIST NEGOTIATORS SAID THEY MEANT 
POLAND AND CZECHOSLOVAKIA. LATER, HOWEVER, THEY AGREED THAT THEY 
WOULD ALSO CONSIDER DENMARK, SWEDEN AND SWITZERLAND AS "NEUTRAL 
NATIONS." THESE THREE WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE TO US, AND GENERAL BRADLEY 
PROPOSED GIVING GROUND ON THIS POINT. THIS HAS NOW BEEN DONE. 

THE CHIEF THEME OF THE MEETING WAS THAT A CEASE-FIRE AGREEMENT 
MAY BE CLOSE AT HAND. ALL SIGNS POINT TO A SETTLEMENT WITHIN THE NEXT 
TWENTY DAYS. THOUGH SOME DETAILS WILL BE LEFT TO IRON OUT AFTER THE 
DECEMBER TWENTYSEVEN DEADLINE, WE ARE SURE TO GRANT A SHORT EXTENSION 
TO CLEAN THEM UP. 

ANOTHER MATTER THAT WAS DISCUSSED AT THE WHITE HOUSE WAS THE 
QUESTION OF WITHDRAWING U. N. TROOPS FROM KOREA ALTOGETHER—AFTER THE 
ARMISTICE. HOWEVER, THE FACTS REGARDING THIS SHOULD NOT BE MADE 
PUBLIC NOW. UNQUOTE. QUOTE FROM THE BELL SYNDICATE, INC, 229 W, 

43 ST., NEW YORK. 







page six 


CONFIDENTIAL TO EDITORS. 

ONE HOUR AFTER THE COLUMN RELEASED FOR DECEMBER 15 WAS ON THE 
TELETYPE TO NEW YORK, PRESIDENT TRUMAN ASKED GENERAL BRADLEY 
PERSONALLY TO USE HIS INFLUENCE TO STOP ITS PUBLICATION. 

AS A RESULT THE COLUMN IN OUESTION, HALF OF WHICH.PERTAINED 
TO THE PRESIDENT-S MEETING WITH THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ON MONDAY 
WAS SUBMITTED PERSONALLY TO GENERAL BRADLEY FOR HIS PERUSAL. 

GENERAL BRADLEY DID NOT CONCUR WITH THE PRESIDENT THAT THE 
COLUMN SHOULD BE KILLED. HOWEVER, HE HAS SUGGESTED TWO CHANGES WHICH 
I AM HAPPY TO MAKE. 

? THE SECOND PARAGRAPH UNDER CAPTION "SILENT ADMIRAL" SHOULD READ 

i 

"PRESIDENT TRUMAN COMMENTED THAT NO CONCESSIONS SHOULD BE GRANTED 
THAT WE -WOULD LATER REGRET.-" 

ALSO IN THE NEXT TO THE LAST PARAGRAPH OF THE STORY MAKE THE THIRD 
AND CLOSING SENTENCE OF THIS PARAGRAPH READ..."SOME DETAILS WILL BE 
LEFT TO IRON OUT AFTER THE DECEMBER 27 DEADLINE." IN OTHER WORDS, 

OMIT THE WORD "THOUGH" AND THE WORDS "WE ARE SURE TO GRANT A SHORT 
EXTENSION TO CLEAN THEM UP." 

MANY THANKS, 

DREW PEARSON 

be 

THE FOLLOWING INFO WAS OBTAINED FROM THE POST HALL SYNDICATE INC., 

TWO NINE FIVE MADISON AVE., NYC, | 

| | ADVISED THAT THE COLUMN FROM ROBERT S. ALLEN FOR DECEMBER THIRTEEN 

END OF PAGE SIX 











PAGE SEVEN 


LAST WAS RECEIVED BY THE POST HALL SYNDICATE ON DECEMBER ELEVEN LAST 
THROUGH THE MAIL AND DISTRIBUTED THROUGH THE MAIL BY THE SYNDICATE ON 
THE SAME DATE MARKED FOR RELEASE ON OR AFTER DECEMBER THIRTEEN LAST. 
THE COLUMN CONTAINS INFO ABOUT THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED 
STATES AND DATA CONCERNING INCOME TAX AND LABOR SITUATIONS IN ADDI¬ 
TION TO THE PERTINENT COLUMN IN THE "NEW YORK POST." THE ORIGINAL 
RECEIVED FROM MR. ALLEN IS MARKED WITH CORRECTIONS WHICH ARE 
OF INDIVIDUAL WORDS AND NOT OF ANY PERTINENT PARAGRAPHS. | 

ADVISED THAT THESE CORRECTIONS WERE MADE AFTER DICTATION BY MR. 


ALLEN AND THAT IT IS CUSTOMARY IN ALL OF HIS COLUMNS TO RECEIVE 
MATERIAL SO MARKED. 1 I ADVISED THAT HE COULD NOT MAKE AVAIL¬ 

ABLE THE ORIGINAL COPY OF MR. ALLEN-S WITHOUT SPECIFICALLY OBTAIN¬ 
ING MR. ALLEN-S PERMISSION, WHICH HE INDICATED HE WOULD NOT LIKE TO 
DO, HOWEVER, HE PERMITTED THE AGENTS TO LOOK OVER THE ORIGINAL 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


COPY OF THE COLUMN AND IT WAS NOTED THAT NO MATERIAL, PHRASES OR PARA¬ 
GRAPHS WERE DELETED THEREFROM. | | FURTHER ADVISED THAT POST HALL 

SYNDICATE I&MINED THE COPY FOR POSSIBLE LI\BEfe AND HE STATED THAT 


THIS IS CUSTOMARY PRACTICE IN PUBLISHING ALL OF THEIR COLUMNS THAT 


ARE HANDLED BY THEIR SYNDICATE AND THAT THEY DID NOT IN THIS CASE 


MAKE ANY DELETIONS OR CORRECTIONS. IN REGARD TO THE PERTINENT COL 


UMN AS IT APPEARED IN THE "NY POST* THE MIMEOGRAPHED COPY DISTRIBU¬ 
TED BY POST HALL A PHOTOSTAT COPY OF WHICH FOLLOWS BY MAIL, IS AS 


END OF PAGE SEVEN 











PAGE EIGHT 


FOLLOWS..."WHAT THE REDS WANT DASH THE UN CAN HAVE A CEASE FIRE IN 
KOREA, BUT AT THE COST OF IMPORTANT CONCESSIONS TO THE REDS. THAT-S 
WHAT THE JOINT CHIEFS TOLD THE PRESIDENT IN THEIR BIG CONFERENCE WITH 
HIM AFTER HIS RETURN. GENERAL BRADLEY DECLARED THE PROTRACTED TRUCE 
NEGOTIATIONS HAVE REACHED THE POINT -WHERE A FEW CONCESSIONS ON BOTH 
SIDES COULD BRING AN AGREEMENT IF THE COMMUNISTS REALLY WANT ONE.- 
-WHAT DO THEY WANT /Q/- ASKED THE. PRESIDENT. -THE 

DEADLOCK GETS DOWN TO THIS,- EXPLAINED BRADLEY. -WE ARE DEMANDING THE 
RIGHT TO CONTINUE TO ROTATE OUR TROOPS AS WE HAVE BEEN DOING FOR 
MONTHS. THE REDS ARE FLATLY REFUSING TO ALLOW THAT. THEY ARE IN¬ 
SISTING ON A COMPLETE FREEZE ON REPLACEMENTS AND WEAPONS. BUT THEY 
HAVE INDICATED THEY WOULD MAKE CONCESSIONS ON THAT IF WE WILL ALLOW 
THEM TO BUILD SOME AIRFIELDS IN NORTH KOREA. WE HAVE REFUSED TO DO 
THAT. OBVIOUSLY, THEY ARE USING THE ROTATION ISSUE.TO TRY TO WREST 
CONCESSIONS FROM US ON THE AIRFIELD DEMAND.- GENERAL HOYT VANDENBERG 
VIGOROUSLY OPPOSED GIVING ANY GROUND ON THAT. -I WANT A CEASE 
FIRE, IF ONE CAN BE WORKED OUT THAT IS FAIR AND PROPER,- DECLARED 
THE AIR CHIEF OF STAFF. -BUT I DON-T SEE HOW WE CAN SAFELY DO ANY- 



END OF PAGE EIGHT 





PAGE NINE 


THING THAT WILL ENABLE THE REDS TO BUILD UP THEIR AIR STRENGTH. THAT 
IS WHAT PERMITTING THEM TO BUILD AIRFIELDS WILL AMOUNT TO. SUCH BASES 
IN NORTH KOREA WILL BE OF GREAT COMBAT VALUE TO THEM, IF THEY DECIDE 
TO BREAK THE TRUCE NEXT SPRING, WHICH I WOULDN-T PUT PAST THEM.- 
GENERAL J. LAWTON COLLINS WAS INCLINED TO FAVOR SOME TERMS ON THE AIR¬ 
FIELD DISPUTE. HE THOUGHT SOMETHING COULD BE WORKED OUT ON THAT. 

BUT THE ARMY CHIEF OF STAFF WAS ADAMANT IN INSISTING THE COMMUNISTS 
BE REQUIRED TO AGREE TO ROTATION OF UN TROOPS. -THAT WOULD BE A SER¬ 
IOUS BLOW TO THE MORALE OF OUR MEN,- COLLINS ARGUED. -I AM STRONGLY 
OPPOSED TO ANY CONCESSIONS ON THAT. IT IS AN UNFAIR DEMAND, AND 
THE ONLY REASON THE REDS ON MAKING IT IS TO TRY TO FORCE US TO GIVE 
IN ON AIRFIELDS. OUR ARMY CAN HOLD THE PRESENT LINE UNTIL HELL 
FREEZES OVER, AND I AM FLATLY OPPOSED TO GIVING THE SLIGHTEST GROUND 
ON THE REPLACEMENT ISSUE. THE REDS WOULD HAVE THE SAME RIGHT AS 
US ON THAT, AND I DON-T SEE WHY THEY SHOULD OBJECT TO IT, EXCEPT FOR 
TRADING PURPOSES.- BRADLEY AGREED WITH COLLINS, BUT EMPHASIZED THE 
IMPORTANCE OF NOT ALLOWING THE COMMUNISTS TO BUILD UP A POWERFUL 


END PAGE NINE 







PAGE TEN 

AIRFORCE. PRESIDENT TRUMAN LISTENED INTENTLY TO THE MILITARY LEADERS 
AND SAID NOTHING UNTIL THEY FINISHED. THEN HE TOLD THEM...-AS YOU 
KNOW I AM VERY ANXIOUS TO BRING THE FIGHTING TO AN END IF THAT IS POS¬ 
SIBLE. BUT I WILL NOT AGREE TO CONCESSIONS TO THE COMMUNISTS THAT 

£ if 

WE MAY REGRET LATER ON,fj WE WANT TO BE VERY CAREFUL THAT WE DO NOT 
SELL OURSELVES SHORT IN OUR EAGERNESS TO SECURE A TRUCE FOR OUR MEN.- 
ALSO DISCUSSED WAS THE QUESTION OF BUILDING UP THE SOUTH KOREAN ARMY, 
AS THIS COLUMN HAS REPORTED WAS PROPOSED BY GENERAL RIDGWAY. HE 
WANTS TO INCREASE THE ROK DIVISIONS FROM ELEVEN TO TWENTY. NO DECI¬ 
SION WAS REACHED ON THE MATTER, BUT PRESIDENT TRUMAN STRONGLY APPRO¬ 
VED THE PLAN. -I AM FOR PROMPT ACTION ON THAT,- HE SAID. -IT SEEMS 
\ TO ME A VERY SOUND THING TO DO. SIMILARLY, THE PRESIDENT APPROVED 

l 

( MOVING TO KOREA ONE OF THE TWO NATIONAL GUARD DIVISIONS NOW IN JAPAN. 
f THIS HAS BEEN SUGGESTED BY RIDGWAY IN ORDER TO PERMIT THE TRANS- 
1 FER OF ONE OF THE BATTLE DASH EXPERIENCED DIVISIONS IN KOREA TO 
^JftJROPE. GENERAL EISENHOWER HAS REQUESTED THAT." IT WILL BE NOTED 
THAT THE MIMEOGRAPHED COPY IS IDENTICAL WITH THE COLUMN THAT APPEARED 
IN THE "NY POST" BLUE EDITION OF DECEMBER THIRTEEN LAST. HOWEVER, 

IT WILL FURTHER BE NOTED THAT THE "NY POST" COLUMN CONCLUDES WITH 
THE STATEMENT "ALSO DISCUSSED WITH THE QUESTION OF BUILDING UP THE 


END PAGE TEN 





PAGE ELEVEN 

SOUTH KOREAN ARMY AS THIS COLUMN HAS REPORTED WAS PROPOSED BY GENERAL 


RIDGWAY," WHEREAS THE MIMEOGRAPHED COPY CONTINUES AS QUOTED ABOVE. 
A MIMEOGRAPHED COPY OF THE ENTIRE RELEASE WAS MADE AVAILABLE 


TO THE AGENTS AND IS BEING RETAINED IN THIS OFFICE. 


b 6 

b7C 

b7D 


STATED THAT THIS MIMEOGRAPHED COPY WAS SENT TO ALL OF THE NEWSPAPERS 
SUBSCRIBING TO ALLEN-S COLUMN AND THAT IN HIS OPINION THE COLUMN IN 
THE "NY POST" BLUE FINAL EDITION OF DEC THIRTEEN LAST WAS CUT FOR SPACE 
SAVING REASONS. HE ADVISED THAT IT IS CUSTOMARY FOR NEWSPAPERS 
RECEIVING COPIES OF THE COLUMNS TO PRINT ANY PORTION OR ALL OF THE COLUMN 
AT THEIR DISCRETION. HE DID STATE THAT THE "PHILADELPHIA DAILY NEWS" 
USUALLY PUBLISHES THE ENTIRE RELEASE AS SENT OUT BY POST HALL BUT 
HE DID NOT KNOW WHETHER THEY HAD DONE IT ON THIS OCCASION. NO LEAD 
IS BEING SET OUT FOR THE PHILA OFFICE, IT IS LEFT TO THE BUREAU-S 
DISCRETION. IT IS NOTED THAT 


REQUESTED THAT HIS IDENTITY IN 


THIS MATTER BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL AND IT IS SUGGESTED THAT THE BUREAU 
BE DISCREET IN USING THE NAMES OF INDIVIDUALS CONNECTED WITH BOTH THE 
POST HALL SYNDICATE AND THE BELL SYNDICATE. 

SCHEIDT 


11 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
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Director, FBI 
SAC, New York 


ISUBJECT: -. DRE w PEARSON; 


^ATE: December 20, 1.951 


ALLEG^rLEAK FROM WHITE HOUSB^OMRENGk fCIRWA’Ti^S C0PJTfiBSEB < 

JACK andersOn, leg wbb . V; 

ESPIONAGE-X 


Attention: Inspected* CarlHennrich 


above. 


ReNYtel to Bureau and WFO dated December k), 1951 > captioned as 


In accordance with the information contained in referenced teletype, 
ther^ are attached for the Bureau two,.photostatic copies of a teletype received 
> by the Bell Syndicate, Inc.^-S^^West 43rd Street, Nev York City, which tele- 
- type va« receiyed byjtbeia '"from DREW PEARSON in Washington, D. C. The. first 
teletype^ which is four pages in length, contains information concerning the 
' presi^ r he% _ Tfi5etlng with the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as other mi»*-£$iteao^| 
- m^tsrial for the use of the Bell Syndicate in the PEARSON column 
^^fbeStE four pages is a teletype racalj^d' from PEARSON by Bell Syndicate 0 £ ,.** WjM 
December whieh-'-contains' several corrections to be m^e In the tele- ^ 

type of Decemb er -11 well as other- information concerning PEARSON'S column. " 
One Ifpy of the above Is also^SeiSg direcbedr^to-.-tiSlg. WFO. 

There are attached for the Bureau two copies:of"& colump.pre- 

^pared by ROBERT -SELLER and dated December 11, 1951, which wai^direoted to - 
'*he Post-Hall Syndicate, Inc., 295 Madison Avenue, New York 17> N>. Y. Thir 
please is six pages in length, part of which appeared in ALLEN'S column in b 6 
• the New York P*st oh Decemb er 13, ,1951. This material was obtained : b 7c 

I | of the'Pos^-Hall Syndicate, Inc. ; There is alsb— b 7D 

' attached THr the information of th&*WF0 one photostatic copy of the abever ' 
mentioned. press release of ROBE^^LLEN. RUC. 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 64 


Office Memorandum • united states government 


FROM 


Mr, A. H, 

( 

C. E. Herf 




date: December 14, 


1951 

Tolson 1 


ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 


lf p r ».s tmcLAsana 

ESPIONAGE - x mt.Z-.SSrtfM-* 


y SUBJECT: 


On the morning of December 14, 1951, I discusseid the 

investigation of this case in detail with Special'Agent in Charge _ 

Hood of the Washington Field Office. Arrangements were made for 
three interviewing teams of Agents to handle the interviewing of 
persons who attended the conference of December 10, 1951, as follows; 

Special Agents Kenneth T. Delavigne and Thomas J, Jenkins 
will interview the White House representatives who were present at 
the conference (except the President); Special Agents Joseph A, 

Connors and Paul J, Tierney will interview representatives who 
attended the December 10, 1951, conference, and Mr. James Lay of 
the National Security Council who also attended the December 10, 1951, 
conference; Special Agents Maurice A. Taylor and Carl Graham will 
interview the representatives of the Armed Services who attended the 
conference of December 10, 1951, and also interview Colonels Mathews 
and Clifton of General Omar Bradley's office who reviewed Jack 
Anderson’s paper together with General Bradley. 

It was arranged that as soon as the two teams handling the 
White House and State Department interviews had completed they would 
fill in and assist in the interviews with the Armed Services represen¬ 
tatives. 

I called a conference of all of the Agents who will participate 
in the interviews in"the office of SAC Hood at the Washington Field 
Off ice and went over with them in detail the background of the case 
and the basic points which must be covered in all interviews. I 
arranged to be notified so that I could participate in the interviews 
of Admiral Souers, General Bradley, Mathew Connelly, and Joseph Short. 

I instructed that I be kept advised of any significant items developed 
during interviews, and that if any particular problems were anticipated 
in the interviews, I should be notified so that I would have an \Jk) 

opportunity to participate if deemed advisable. \ 

During that day attempts were made to arrange interviews 
\with every individual who participated in the December 10, 1951, 

[conference. The following interviews were scheduled for December 


1951, and are being conductedt 
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Secretary Thomas K. Finletter 
James E. Webb 
H. Freeman Matthews 
General Robert Landry 

Colonel Matthews (General Bradley’s Staff) 

Colonel Clifton (General Bradley's Staff) 

Interviews have been scheduled for December 15,1951, with 
the foJJLoiningt . 

General Omar Bradley (tentative) 

General Hoyt Vandenburg (tentative) 

Admiral William Fechteler 
Secretary Frank Pace 

Acting Secretary Francis Whitehair (tentative) 

James Lay 
General Vaughan 
General Cabell 

The fol lowi ng will not be available on December 15, 1951, 
and will be interviewed as indicated: ' ' 3 

General Joseph Collins will be interviewed at 10:45 J(.M., 
December 1?, 1951; Admiral Sidney Souers will be interviewed December 
19, 1951, upon his return to Washington; Admiral Dennison (sick) 
will be interviewed on his return to the office, 

Matf _Connelly was contacted by Mr, Roach of the Liaison 
Section and he specifically stated that he was not present during 
any part of the conference of December 10, 1951. He stated[ that 
he walked with the President to the door of the conference room 
but did not enter the room at any time during the conference. 

Connelly said that_ he knew for a fact that Joseph Short was not 
present during the conference. He said Admiral Dennison had come 
out' of'~bKe conference after it was over andrfold Short what he might 
say to the, press. In view of this, interviews are not contemplated 
immediately with Connelly and Short unless interviews with others 
definitely place them in the conference. 

I was with SAC Hood at 7;00 P.M r - -tonight and he informed 
me that the interviews were progressing under most difficult conditions 
and that traffic has been almost impassable, and some of the inter¬ 
views were scheduled at the homes of the interviewees, and because 
1 of impassable traffic, interviews had to be postponed until later 
|this evening. SAC Hood contemplates that some of the interviews 


- 2 - 


1 







will not be held until late in the evening. I arranged with him to 
surb'mtt~in summary form tonight the results of any of the interviews 
that are completed at a reasonable hour, and to advise telephonically 
of any significant developments in connection with any of the 
interviews . 

ACTION : 

I will follow with the Washington Field Office on December 
15, 1951, in order to correlate available information with material 
appearing in Pearson’s column which will then be available and we 
will continue to press this matter. 






standard form NO. 64 


Office Memorandum 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


M. Ladd 


• UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


date: December 14, 1951 V 


A. if* BelmoAjf All INFORMATION CONTAINS! 

HEfiEIM IS UKCLASSSFlEi 

LEAK 0F/50P SECRET INFORMATION sATEr?:af.'5S'. 

TO DREW^PEARSON ; 

DECEMBER 10, 1951 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 


Pursuant to my instructions, Mr,. Roach contacted 
Admiral Dennison, Naval Aid to the President, and pointed 
out io him that Secretary of Defense Lovett had indicated 
that he felt a security check for microphones and listening 
devices should be made at the Cabinet Room of the White House 
(this is where the conference in question was held). Admiral 
Dennison who is ill at home informed. Mr. Roach that the matter 
should be discussed with Mr. Matthew J. Conndiy, Secretary to i 
President, who was familiar with the entire matter. ConniL'ty 
stated that he was in agreement with Admiral Dennison that the 
should be made as one phase of the investigation. 


check 


Through arrangements with Mr. Connd4y, Mr. Roach, 
a ccomp anied by two laboratory technicians, Mr. Pfafman and Corbett 
m ade a complete and thorough examination of the Cabinet Rooms, 
as well as the room under the Cabinet Room and a survey of the 
roof above. This check resulted negatively so far as any listening 
devices were concerned • It should be noted that Mr. Conndiy has 
not as yet been informed of the results of this check. 

I It was also determined by Mr. Roach that contrary to 

what Secretary Lovett had said, neither Mr. ConnaLiy nor Mr. Short, 
Press Secretary to the President, were present at the conference. 

Mr. Connley informed Mr. Roach that he at no time was in the 
.Cabinet Room during the meeting, and th aijj bhe_only Presidential 
A ids pr esent were the military aids, namely General Vaughn, 

Admiral(Dennison and General Landry, 

Arrangements are being made for interview with Vaughn, 
Dennison and Landry. 

RRR:mkf 

ADDENDUM: 12-14-51 ' V: 


! On my instructions, Mr. Matthew J, Connelly was advised by 

Mr. Roach that the check was completed negatively. 
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December 26, 1951 


VIA L TAISOH 



X 


Tolson__ 

Ladd_ 

Nichols_ 

Belmont_ 

Glavm_ 

Harbo_ 

Rosen_ 

Trac y 

Mohr_ 

Tele, Rnu^ 

Naase_ 

Gand y 


7 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINS 
HEREIN is U-Vni ASSIFIED 

OATE.^-£gr^lfBl 


Sear Admiral Sidney V . Sauers 
Special Consultant to the President 
Executive Office Building 
Washington, D, C . 



My dear Admirals 


There is enclosed one copy of the 
report of Special Agent in Charge R* B, 

Rood, dated at Washington, D, C», December 
22, 1951, covering the investigation of the 
reported 3? ak of information from the White 
House conference on December 10, 1951 • 

A copy of this report has been 
furnished to the Honorable Robert A • Lovett, 
Secretary of Defense, with the request that 
he advise of any further investigation de- 
si red* 


With expressions of m.y highest 
esteem and best regards. 










December 26 $ 1-1D1 

VIA LIAISON 




Tto Secret try of Defense ^lJNf^ WAT, 0 N Sn W,E ° Nsy 

Washington, D. C. g 

„ “"* T5 

I am «J 'IVed/laU*”* 

serial Agent in ° ha ™*Jt* 22 19%1, covering the 

1ZA& »■ $•>“ e 4"£US««* *5- ^7% 

i^Btigatton of t,^. rp ^ „„ Beee^yerlO, 

from tfte *!**♦• ,«iA your r* <?»••* 0 / * r * 

3951• In accordance Jitn now# conducted 

f/ennrich on ^e^erf> 1951, ^ person, 

no interview JZVtl 

■q 7 » p o b£ rt *5# 4 ^ '•*'■' * 

*o further inve ’ tig f c %T eneUtei 1 report 
ducted pending your mould adu<se whether 

d ' s ‘ red * 

ntt o.ouronces or r* W"*' 


Enclosure 


Tnlao n 

1 Add _ 

NICholS__ 

WRTinont 

Glavln_ 


GEBtLL 









STANDARD FORM NO. 64 

Office Memorandum • united states government / 


BELMi 



date: December 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


mr, c, e, kmmcH 

DREW ^PEARSQN^ 

ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
DECEMBER 10, 1951, TO JACJ&ULMRSON, 

LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON , WF0 

ESPIONAGE - I n#e*tacrit\( \ 



Nlch'c 



ESPIONAGE - I merEJM IS UNCLASSIFli® 

I ■talked with Segretarp Robert A t Lovett on the ^ ! }Jmcd 
morning of JDeffem&er^pUT, I advised him t oe lia vef'WdW'tV^erviewed ' ^ 

'oJT^Te pprs'ons who attended the,, Presidents " confer ejnfi§ ~dn 
December IQ and, in addition, have interviewed ihoVe "individuals 
who were indicated as having, befn'ffrhished inf ofmdtfi of regarding 
anj/^pjhase of-the-conference, J tQld^hfm that the inf ormation 
furnished to us was that relatively little dissemination of the 
facts,, .of the conference was jna&e by 'those .in 'dt'fe.hdqnce .J’ 
pointed out we had d,e JieILojxe.d.^no. substantial information in¬ 
dicating, the. . identity..off any .pgxspjk in¬ 

formation, 

I pointed out to Secretary Lovett t hat a . mast. spanificant 

development of the investigation was the close social contacts 
o£ Clayton Frftchey, Director of Public In format ion, Depahtme n t 
of^ Defense,. with Draw ReapsQn, I pointed out t/i af the evening 
l when General Bradley had Jack Anderson over to the Pentagon to 
go over the proposed column, Frftchey was having dinner and 
playing bridge at the Pearson home, I pointed out ii had been 
developed that Frftchey was to play bridge at the Pearson home 
again during the week of December 17, I pointed out in this 
connection that, we had developed no information indicating that 
Frftchey was in possession of facts regarding the conference, 
and Mr, Lovett hastened to assure that Fretchey was not in 
possession of any such information, Mr, Laue-tt,.made., no specific 
c om ment concerning the Fritchey-Pearson. relationship. His 
demeanor was such, however, that 1^,gathered he was not pleased. 

We then discussed the Pearson and Allen columns in 
general, Mr, Lovett indicated. that-the theory had been presented 
tp,..h.im that an astute newspaperman could have written the columns 
without actually having access to the facts discussed at the 
cqnferejice. He noted that many items in the columns were 
inaccurate; also that the columns made no reference to many 
items actually discussed at some length at the conference, 
including NATO, 


11 { 
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I advised Secretary Lovett that in our interrogation 
of the persons who attended the conference s we : hay.e appepted 
their wo rd as to jthe extent of dissemination 1 or dipq.us.sXqn of 
pertaining to. the conference , and have made. noa eff ort 
to que sffojijin^ sec re tar ie s, aides, ~or .assistants for the 
p'urp 0 s e.. of^ye,rifying-such statements, but that we have, of 
course, followed through where it has been indicated information 
was passed on, in order to determine whether further dissemination 
was made by those receiving such information. Secretary feovett 

If stated he (definitely, felt that no inquiries should be made 

I I at this time to_ verify the-statements of persons ~WKO attended 

II the conferenceu 

Secretary Lo vett wa .S—informeH—i±^wpuld appear 
to be . loa-ical- at-t his- point- to -consider, interviews with. Drew 
Pegrson,_.Jack Anderson,, and- Robert Allen. He was requested to 
a dvise as, to_whether he desires these r interviews to be con¬ 
ducted,. He commented that the desirability of such interviews, 
of course, is a matter of judgment and that it was his judgment 
no affirmative results could be expected from such interviews, 
O'nfthe other hand, he commented that such interviews might, well 

r rejsult in a blast at the Administration from the press generally . 

He co nc luded th at _th.e.S£-i.nte_ryiews should, not_. be conducted^at 
this time > 

Secretary Lovett stated that in the absence of a clear- 
cut indication that some particular individual had actually 
leaked information from the conference, h e wa s of . the definite 

) ' feeling at this .tijae-that. no~furthe.r inquiries, should ~be made 
in this matter and that he would be prepared to so recommend 
to the President, I told Secretary Lovett that a report is 
*being prepared reflecting our investigation to date, so that he 
can have an opportunity to go over in detail the interviews 
conducted. I told him we .would be-glad-to confer with him at 
any time regarding the inve stigat ion and to conduct any further 
investigation which is desired. He indicated he felt that no 
further investigation would be desired • 

The Washington Field Office is now preparing the report 
in.,this matter and have advised it will be completed over the week 
entU^ Our present plans are to deliver a copy of the investigative 
report to Secretary Lovett, together with a cover letter confirming 
his decision that Drew Pearson, Jack Anderson, and Robert Allen 
not be interviewed at this time. This cover letter will also 
Ireguest his desires as to further investigation. 








<;/v 


RECOMMENDATIONS i 


4:£8 A-H- /a/aj/T/ 

0A »tW 


f It is recommended that at the time we deliver 

the report to Secretary Lovett, we orally advise Admiral 
Dennison of the White House that the report has been so 
Relive red • 

Since the investigation h as indicated some contact 
[with Pearso n and Jack Anderson on the part of Under 
Secretary White hair, and definite association on the part 
of Clayton Fritchey, I think it might be desirable, when 
we deliver the report to Secretary Lovett and when we 
advise Admiral Dennison of its delivery to Lovett, that 
we orally point out to these two men that so long as 
association between responsible individuals in the Defense 
\establishment and elsewhere and columnists such as Drew 
\earson continues, it can be expected that leaks will 
occur . 





























STANDARD FORM NO. 64 


MtimorancluiTl • united states government 


A. H. Belmont 


SUBJECT: 



date: December 27, 1951 


addressed to you by 


from : V . P. 

Tolaon 

subject-. DREM . PEARSON u,w - 

ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 

DECEMBER 10, 1951, TO JACKpANDERSON, 

LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON , 4 , MCn "T" 

ESPIONAGE - X ft u BffORMATIOM C8N7J» 

HEBE1M IS UNC^ftSSlFI®.7«jL. &«>*»” 

i&TE«.»& w”**' rr^ Tei.. 

Re memo dated December 21, 1951, addressed to you by - 
Mr. Hennrich which recommended that a copy of the Bureau's in- ^ 

vestigation in this matter be furnished to Secretary Lovett and ^ 
that we orally advise Admiral Dennison, of the White House, that VL^ 
the report had been so delivered. 

The Director approved the furnishing of the report to 
Secretary Lovett and the advising of Admiral Dennison as indicated 
and stated, "I think Souers should be briefed as to investigation 
and also have pointed out to him Fritchey's and Whitehair's associ¬ 
ation with Pearson. H." 

On December 27, 1951, the letter of transmittal to 
the Secretary of Defense^ and a copy of the repor t, was furnished by 
Special Agent Edward S. Sanders, to ~| Secretary Lovett's 

~1 who advised that Hr I Zouett was in conference 
and "probaFTy would, be for most of the afternoon. She stated she 
would immediately place the sealed envelope on Mr. Lovett's desk 
and in that manner he could review the report immediately upon the 
termination'»f the conference being held in his office. 



| Secretary Lovett's 
Jr~. Zouett was in conference 
afternoon. She stated she 



and report until Admiral Souers returns on January 3, 1952. 


Admiral Dennison, of the WlvLAe, 
December 27, 1951, by Special Agent \ 


; advised on 
that the investi¬ 


gative report had been furnished to Secretary Lovett. 


It is contemplated that Admiral Souers will be briefed r 
in this connection by Mr. Hennrich as soon as the Admiral returns ( , 
to Washington, which will apparently be on January 3, 1952. .» y 

RECORDED-87 ‘ 6 ^ ff\ 
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RECOMMENDATION: 


The foregoing is for your information. 
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All INFORMATION CONTtfNEO 
IS UNCLASSIFIED 


STANDARD FORM NO. 6* 


Office Mlr/wr wruiUlTl • UNIT 


--— —f*-' XJ 


OVfiRNMENT 


/';• 


K'f/ 


TO : 
PROM s 
SUBJECT: 




LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARS . 




O 

DREW, "PEARSON 
ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
DECEMBER 10, 1951 
TO JACK-ANDERSON, 

ESPIONAGE -X 


Mr. Joseph Short, Press Secretary 
t o t_he White-House, on December 30, he a dvis ed it was his ~beli 
that Dr ew Pe arson extensively uses newspaper reporters who are 
a ssocfgte .d. with reputable news media and who feed to Pearson, 
for 9 price, off-the-record comments which are made in the 
[course of legitimate interviews and which the news media rep¬ 
resented by the particular reporter would not us e fee cause it 

_ lie, named. 

formerly of Trans-Radio Press, and \ 

" 'peddling" to Pearson while employed EyHTWT. 


Tracy_ 

Harbo_ 

Balmont_ 
Mohr_ 


Tale. Room_ 

Nease_ 

dand y 


ef 


who Eas 


He stated that 


these two had been caught but that he had no doubt there are 
|^ot/zers. 

In this regard, he stated that while Mrs».*RaQS&veIt, 
was in the White House she used to comment extensively off the 
r ecor d' and was "not security conscious. ts He scyid t hat^Mrs. 
Roosevelt's comments begun appearing in RoberjJjAlle n' $ material 
and that Mrs. Short, who was then covering Mrsr. Roosevelt's 
press conferences, together with another unnamed vjoman reporter, 
woman reporter feverishly making notes of Mrs. 
s off-the-record comments and actually tailed her to 



observed a 
Roosevelt’• 


\ & 


<y 


1 


Robert Allen's office. S he wa s confronted and was fired from 
the agency which she represented. It was Mr. Short's observation 
that the information concerning the instant investigation may 
have come into Pearson's hands through such a contact as mentioned 
above. It was his opinion, although Short stated he had no 
facts upon which to base it, that the leak in this particular 
case_ would have emanated from a "second echelon" who possibly 
had been briefed by someone who actually attended the conference. 
Short was unable to relate any facts that would reflect upon 
the identity of the person responsible / for the leak. 


r 7'i 

JA 


rr 
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yJLe ^/c 


Mr* Short / urnT£iiedr u a 
held immediately following ^ 

particular 
set forth, 


which he 

which is attached. While no 
to the questions and answers 


ript 

fa 


r 

ofr; the 


- transcript indicate that the press conference was 
' covered, probably by microphone. 

. ACTION : For your information. 

(> 

'if - EEH:LL 

Attachment 


•3«l 

press conference 
r 10 conference, 
significance is attached 
the details of the 
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iQi X9$l . 12.18 pZiWt luvmz 

^ ~ * , ALL. MfOKMATION CuHTAIME©' 

<?. . • ■ 4 '-HERlffi IS 'UNCLASSIFIED 

• ^ • ' DATE 06-25-2007 BY 60324 auc/Baw/rs/ljm 

IKJhTi Tills ceeiiay this {aaritlu^ discussed the world situation, elo < -' ■ 
policy decisions were fq-Jo. *3© you know who were there?. 


%.- or 


w.‘ Jo, Wo doflHi : . ’ ' ’ . 

•d. decretory of’Defense, the Secretaries:, with whitehair for 

'Ki&ball, who is out of town. The joint Chiefs. •• •'.-•. 


is. 'They were oil there, iheloiifty til© Chairnjan? 

S♦that’s rijiit, and Acting secretary of ctete, t«r, *&£&', end if. rreeoda 
i4atthetas, deputy Under decretory of State,-; •'. 

did taoy cast*' in the Cabinet• hear/? - ' _ 

o. in' tho Cabinet iiooe# • 

(.view lonjdid it last?. . 

u. it was eore then .an iieojr. «/• '. 

. Particularly pressing profile© riyht- now is the proxies of urgency 
us atieript t© yet mi *>.$&,istleo out in Korea, isn't it, 'JoeV 


o/ Korea was mofij the subjects discussed* Sill. It was not, however, 
confined — * ■ 

a ■__■•. 

w (Jnles^osiay) Ciot k& .Uoteafcer 27th desdiia© out there for eyrees-stit 
tnofyh?. .• 

w.. it was, however, not confinedV 

d.'Kot confined to that subject. ■' 

... European argsy* - &as- 'the. European ^K*y’.diseased? • 

s. well, beyond that, the world, was covered. • - '• v 


4, Joe, the President said last oiyht at the airport 
hc^rath today? ' - • . . • • * ■ 

i. lie won’t soo- his,-. - • •';. > 

^.-When will jMrxflBm -'he'so© hits, tooNM*? 

■ $, - I; asi not quite sure .about that. ; - 

4. 'will not see^la today? ' '■■■-. 

J. That’s rijht, J 

•«J*HE*3&hML J&iLJhfe. jegfitL. 

J. Be has*-quite a bit of work today. 

'<4. kio misfi 

M» Is there any indication v*»ssni he will see zuz irath? 


art that lie aijht se© 


o. ho, i can’t tell yoe. now whan ua will saahiisa, 
4T”~USiT, 1 *7T«o,‘ tvfiJir T 

*• 0*. y . & 


u. , (addinj) ooon. 


sNckmeik 









*. (continuing) —- -m’.wait is hfe going to do this 'afternoon, 
calling list doesn't show aoyhedy* 'feut do you knew of aoy c&liejps? " * 

>>*' Mo, 1 don^tii ’• •-• •. •■■• .. " *’•-■•. *•*•. - 

• •• Joint ■ 

< 4 . u&$ this meeting regular mooting with the Chiefs of Staff moved - 
up a week* or.something? .' 

S. Deli*' you know the President meets with the Joint Chiefs every two 
weeks. ' /■••: 

M. Jaa this the date fox oho-, of thesjf- ' ■ • 

s. well, it was"similar to those regular, meetings. 

X thought the last ©he-was taken care .of by-conora! Hull? 

S. That was.. . .. 

< 4 * You man vtfm*' he met !MLlf' =• ■ / **'v' ■ 

S. when doll and Kaithows- came down. State-..is always in on these 
joint Chief meetings* ■ '*-■ „•• ’’ 

'« 4 -. Are -there any,special, aspects of the world-' situation'..that'*oan be 
mentioned-as-havinj. been'ilsottssedy '.'' ' ' ' : 

d. I. can’ t vjo beyond what. 1 have'said, - Dob. 1 

c. doe* can you .say whether the Proficient case back earlier than he had 
anticipated because the’ meeting was scheduled today and he would have 
had them come to Key host,if he hadn't tomo back? 

S* didn't the.'President pretty well'.cover that-before i*t: left- Boca- CMca 
yesterday afternoon? ■' . : • 

kx Pretty well* but he M didn't nail it down. - » 

-d. 1 think he handled th© situation.-' .. • • 

Q. Do you anticipate arching in the way of hard nows for the rest of the 
day —' 1 moan, have you ’jQt anything in-tae. works? 

J. omitty, there are• always .f .number of things in the works* 4n& one or 
more of them, might jell ffiis^ afternoon. 

Ms. Wot bofore lunch? 

*3 . l4© * 

M. »ias the President any .plan to see hr. JCKaill? - ????? 
o. i.hat? ■ • . '' • ■■ .. • 


vi. Kc&aill or hcMhney? ■.'•'• 
al/xStx u.* Kcisitmay. • • . 

+ 

o. ■ X don't know of any. appointments for either , one-'of them. ■ 

>4. Jb'e* was this, ire©ting this. morning a part of a continuing series* 
perhaps, or,,give n situations that is, will ne — will ne ca'xry this -«•■ 
today’s discussions further to seek to arrive., at any ’paliQ v do cisi oosg ..... 

d. Bob,'thero will'undoubtedly be other meetings of approximately the 

same group. -1 don't know when*,,though. Ifgyou moan, fs there going to' 
be another one,tomorrow* or the .next day,* 2 Imtm.wi* nothing of any 
such, plans. -Tlo. ma$. approximately this a&@ni "%&w '£rbug> -every two weeks. 












i 

:■ IS' 




yesterday apparently there was a ©orjferenee between the 4 -* 5 - 
Joint Chiefs os. Ciaff ansi, the defense mooillaatioin director. Is that 
— wk were their .discussions ’• preliminary "to or part of 

today's discussions? ■' 

o. 1 don't know. 1 didn't even' know that there was such a meeting that 
you. are talking about. ' ..••..- . 

< 4 . - it'was out of the Pont&gon, i understand*' 

4 . the; President said something about-a .meeting with-the people coming 
back from iiurop. Chet is that# who..are they and'what do , they do? 

a. The Cabinet officers who have been to’Europe are the Secretary of 
iitat'e, decretory, of''defense, - secretary '©£ the Treasury., 

.**.# Is Acheson bock yet? ' • r 

C*. Mo. ' Actiessn and, Coydor are due back Wednesday# and fSr. t3, ariiman 
.is still a week. 

c# do- you know whetor he is going t© corse back this week, Joe? 

c. k$y .ufide.rstjoddny is that it was 'about ten days.from now. Taat is pretty 
rough, bill# I wouldn't want, t© "pin-It- 4pwh "to the •'20th. uoughly ton 

days. . . ' • ■ . . ' ' 


. 4 , In other words, m Is not'.due .in 

c.. is©. • • '• 


woekV - 


4. The President also said southing in Key Jest about coming 
back and .putting- in- a hard 'week's-work before he went out.to iniepend- 
once for Christmas. • ; 

d. You mean a har& 'two weeks. ... .■■"•-■' 

,-. He said a week* , . . 

> 4 >. Mas aid he had a terrific week ahead, of his. ■ 

q. 1 think what he was «aeh emphasizing ax' was' that this week wouli be a 
one. 4hst I want to-know Is what' Joe thinks.. 


S. I think there is a lot ©f -work that will have f© be done between now 
end the ilma ho goes to Kansas. City. ..' 

q. ifo change in tne indopendenc© departure time, December 24? 

C. Cot so far as X hove been-advised#. 

4/ That is what you really wanted, to ask. 


■ 4 ; Are" 'there coy new ^iscM^ivee.4l^1i*© , '^f' : ' r 1^Mhj on the handling of 
-tjio 00 ase-fIra” talks in Korea? 

S* Sob#'1 don't know of any, but'that doesn't wean -anything. 

m . can you say wither ' these discussions.' this ;'morfi-ilig revolved around 
the General..Vatadeaberg's .recent Statements# that he would like, to 
increae© the sis©.of the Air Force? v 

3..'I will ‘Stand o n~Wi$$. r'ftaVe” already"said"abcut'ii?oi%a 

4. There was a story kx- In this aornihj*'© -paper that'Coder secretary 
Cebb is - about to ijuit. . iiav^ yod got agytlUng^ on ths.. - —-^. 






haven't any -comment on that, Prank. € ,* ^ '’*■# 

Q-. Thank you, Mjr, Secretary. •'> 

This lit* -JU -on for lunch then, so far as you know, other than tiie 
President — , 

■ ‘ , -s 4 

’ (interposing) The - President-fccttxx is still in the House, and 1 
don’t give lids as long as he is here, Tony. * • 

Q. You would let us know when -you hear &8£a*$ fejcCrath • is .coming in? in 
other words, we. would like to findout sbofct it rather than wait mtix : 
for the'posting of -the calling list, if possible? . 

b. I will see -.what X .can 'do. 

.* 4 . Thank you. ' 









,9*\NDARO FORM NO. M 




tflC6 • UNITED SliMlfcoVERNMHNT 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


MR, A. H, BElMi 
MR, C, E, HeJnI 


December 29, 19< 

* Tnlfinn 



PURPOSE: 


DREW PEARSON (Column of December JL5, 1951)} 

JACK NORTHkAN'S'ANDERSON, aka Jackinderson; 

ROBERT sMkLLEN (Column of December 13, 1951); 
ESPIONAGE - X AU , WF 0RMATi0N CONTAINED ' 

herein isuncussw 

To rec ommend th at X. C£l2« dJmira^ the 



White House and advise,JjJm: 

1. That the Bureau's report in this matter is / 

factual and that we do not draw conclusions; ^ S 

2. That I offer to discuss the facts with him at 
hi3 convenience; 

3. That he be advised that Secretary Lovett has 
stated he will indicate further investigation 
desired, if any, after consultation with the 
President. 

DETAILS : 

_ _ The attached memorandum from Mr. Keay reflects that 

I | rece ived a call,£f.m A 4ME^ 1 JPp33Aspji^ 3, the 

e y*nn g of Admij&gfar^apn ary 

Lovetz had discussed the report with Dennison: that De nnis on 
is sorry it resulted in no definite conclusion, Dennison 
further indicated that after he has read the report in detail 
amTa iscwssecf it with the President * he^mau„J}ja&e^sj)m 

to 

discuss the matter with Mr. Hennrtch. 

isstoisaSieits&Bs&*^^ 

You will recall that Secretary of Defense Robert A. 
^MMLkt originally requested the investigation of this matter ~~ 
on the* basis of the President's request through Admiral Dennison. 
In view of this, we directed our report to Lovett and ii^j^s 
Lovett who indicated that interviews .. with Pearson. Allen and 
Anderson were not desired and that no further inquiries should 
kejBQje Lowlrt^jwvjtre cted 

° IlP er .*•. 

the vuittef^witK the President, he will indicate whether any 
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fu rthej^ij^ are desired * You will also recall that we 

have furnished a copy of the report to Admiral Souers and 
upon his return to Washington he will be briefed regarding 
the matter on January 4, 1952 • 

OBSERVATIONS : 

It is felt we should definitely maintain our vresent 
position of dealing with 8eeretaru....Lo.uejt.±...mlthi.s;..matter-. 

He originally requested the investigation and he has been 
consulted regarding certain interviews, It was on his advice 
that the investigation was discontinued, pending his review 
of the report • We should avoid being caught in a cross¬ 
fire between requests from Admiral Dennison and requests 
from Secretary Lovett, I f eAX^htJ sejv eji,^tA at^m^s,h.ould 
imm edia tely indicate our willingness to discuss any m of„the 
facts in the report.with.[ Admiral Dennison, as he has suggested . 
avtne same tiine pointing out to him that the Bureau does not 
draw conclusions, but that our investigations are directed 
Sv7*%CuJLjjf CLu aeveloping ^ctGvS* 


wSis'xt*.'; injgfcib*. 




RECOMMENDATION: 


If you agree, I will call Admiral Dennison and 
\offer to discuss the report in this matter with him at 
|any time at his convenience, J will point out the fact that 
ithe Bureau does not draw conclusions from the facts developed 
land that with regard to further investigation. Secretary 
Lovett has indicated he will convey to us his desires* 
relative to further investigation, if any, after consultation 
with the President, 



y r r, w rr- 



/ 









CLASSIFICATION 

□ TS . □ S 


date of transfer 


addressee 

Hon. J. Edgar Hoov er 

ORIGINATOR OR CUSTODIAN 

Safl. of Defense 

and Dressos ” 

^oaMb^SOSAD'{i^ludSlg date of Document) _ __ 


would be “so*AV. , v— " - 

nr, c sealed envelope(FersosgL-aS^-^ 


ORIGINAL 
DATE RECEIVED 

28 Dec 51 


I OTHERS 


——-—'■5jr3RFCl^ ft,4l0W CtW 



QPO 





STANDARD form no. 64 


ce UNITED STATaP GOVERNMENT 

: Mr. A. H . BelmoWj^ oatr. January 2. 195k 


FROM 


subject: Drew'Pearsom, L Column of 12-15-51); wf 

Jack - Northman rrAnderson, AKA Jack^Anderson; 01ees 

Robert sd&All/n, (Column of 12-13-51); ZArZ 

Esp i onggtr ~ f ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED ho S «r, 

^- -L HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED —*>>./ Tr “ J - 

Admiral Denni son , Naval Aid to the Pres ident "alt the “ Ur - 

White House, telephoned \ \ of the Liaison Unit on the ^ 

evening of December! 28, 1951 concerning the report in the above ^ _ 

mentioned matter that was furnished to Secretary Lovett earlier - 

this week. You wijll recall that we already advised Admiral , 

Dennison that this report had been submitted by us to Secretary //- 
Lovett. . ^ \ & 

Admiral Dennison advised that he had discussed this 
report with Mr. Lovett and that he, Admiral Dennison, is sorry it 
resulted in no definite conclusion. Admiral Dennison further advised 
that Mr. Lovett is sending the report over to him so that he may 
read it in detail and discuss it with the President. After reading 
the report^ Admiral Dennison said, he may have some additional 
questions and that it might be logical for him to discuss this matter 
again with Mr. Hennrich. 


Mr. A. H. Belmoyn 


Mr. V. P. Keay 

<P 

Drew Pearsom, 
Jack-Northman ! 
Robert sd&All/: 
Esp i onager - f. 


date: January 2, 195§ 


uMln< 


/ - t 

r«/ 


RECOMMENDA TIONj. 

It is recommended that Mr. Hennrich be designated to dis¬ 
cuss instant case with Admiral Dennison in view of the fact that 
he is fully familiar with the facts in this matter. 

The Liaison Unit should be instructed as to what answer a 
"'A dmiral Dennison should be given when he calls within the next few f)\ J 


days. 
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&JANDfrfb FORM NO* 04 


Office JS^MnioMndum 


FROM : 


SUBJECT: 


MR. A. J7. 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

date: December 31. 195 
ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED .. \ yST°“ 

HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED . •■%,./ 


**• ^ ^ 

DREW-'PEARSON Jfflcfo.umn of December^lS, 1951 $/ 
JACT N0RTHUA1HMPERSON, aka Jack^Anderson; 
ROBERli S.jALLEN (Column of December 13, 1951); 
ESPIONAGE - Z 





Admijr\l:.D.enn ison agile d /row iAs White House on 
the afternMiyoA $e.ed.mb*X- r 31 s : ' He said he hadreviewe d the 

a* IsdsttefT^e 

o./* jfrAe in veJeMgdtL ^j. I informed him'that the Bureau does^hj 
nlffi drawconclusionsfrom the facts developed in its in - / 

vestigations, but that we report the facts a« me find them » *- 

ffe ***!M«^^ inion• as to whether^further 

investiaation in this matter should* "W'cWhdactedT I'-pointed 
oi&Jbo Admiral Dennison that after developing the investi¬ 
gation to the point where- it now is, t oe had co nsul ted, t oit A 

gationbelcoJitiueted. until*. he„ ;had had an. opportunity to., go . auer 
tAe repprt of facts,.developed. I■ teldlAdmiital^Dennison that 

* o JfmMM 

WpJM^House* • 'D ehr^i^.on.ja. gveMxMi±hi-dtMfS. 2fe said He .-wa s 
well pleased with: the- investigation in so far as itfWent; 
tAa* As was disappointed there, .was np%.clear put,,finding of who 
res ponst blefp^-Jihelepk. He. said itJlSLS^h^p^nsonal 
o ptmo pth^np^^ onsA o uldhe,. ^onducted. 

He so id he 

t he Pxe eddent^wrddte^u^let.tereta^eac A JiofL ihe^p ere o nPkWhp^ we re 
iiCuitsndance ^dt^the^Decembem,10,, l ^.195 i l, conference, cal ling 
their a ttention ' t o^t he ap pare nt, lea k and stating that while 
he dge„s_jio&gue.st,;ioni:tfa&:^ihdivffi 

m embe rs present^ nevevtheiess.,he feels .that somewhe re along 
the.ffff L through the , ihlud.ieMus^hahdling^of r , : tM---J^ei!matton 
dp tpMhtwem on.ht the conference, a leak resulted, and 
that he (the President)"expWcts thht ■eacfi' f ffil2'™iaice n %he 
necessary action to insure that such leaks do not occur in 
the future. 

Admiral Penn ison . ind icated he would talk^ with 


/'/ 


Secretary Lovett on the ''afternoon ' of ^mcemoef^ST and would 
o anfer^with the ;j>re.s i§ejiti i j!M^§MW r V 1• He stated he 
expected that the re s Hits of his conference with the President 
would be reported to the Bureau by Secretary Lovetti , — n 

‘ ' recorded -131 - 





;ofi 


f 19BS 









during my conversation with Admiral Dennison, 

B he commended the Bureau on the accuracy of its reporting, 
particularly pointing out that the reporting of the 
interview with him was most accurate and succinct • 

ACTION t 

For your information • 











STANDARD FORM NO. S4 

Office t^LeWOVaudum • UNITED states GOVERNMENT 


M r , 


FROM 



ennrich 


A, J, Marchessault 


date: December M, 1951 


SUBJECT: ALLEGED LEAK FROM WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 

DECEMBER) 10, 1951 & 

TO JACFT ANDERSON, LEG-MAN FOR DREW PEARSON 
ESPIONAGE-X 


_ flSFOSJWW® 54 


PURPOSE: 



To advise you that the Bureau files fail to reflect a 
common tie-in between Pearson, Allen and Anderson with those ^ 

individuals who attended the White House conference on December 10, 
1951, 

BACKGROUND: 

For the purpose of ascertaining whether or not our files 
reflect a close relationship, a common incident, or a tie-up 
between Brew Pearson, Jack Anderson and Robert Sharo'hffiAllen with 
those individuals who attended the White House conference 
December 10, 1951, namely; Robert Abercrombief&ovett, General Omar 
Nel^gyrrsradley, General Joseph LawtogMMTlins , r General Hoyt ^Stanf ord 
Jfwndenb’erg, William, Mqi^O]a)(F€l}htler, 'General Char^es^PearreF^&bell,. 
Secretary Frank C^P €pe x Secretary Thomas KnigMwFTnletter, Aptin g 
Secretary Franc^Jk^Snltehair, Acting Secretar y) Ja$ es Edwtre^WW^B , 

Mr, H, Freem&n^matthews. Admiral Sidney WilliaTuffiSffuers, MrJJ^ames _ 
FeldjQjHfdFy, National Sep yirity Council, General Harry HawkineffftftighanfJ 
Admiral Robert 'Lp&)h&fm%aon, General Robert gJ^Btfhdry, Everett 
eason, Dqnj ^mmba ll, following check' was made, .^ y ^ 

The index~cards from Records Section were called on the above- 
named individuals together with all build-ups and break-downs, The 
cards pertaining to each individual were arranged numerically 
and each set of cards were compared to the cards pertaining to 
Drew Pearson, Jack Anderson and Robert Sharon Allen, whose cards 
were also set up numerically,As a result of the above comparison 
a number of references were obtained whereby it was noted that the 
name of the individual attending the conference was also listed 
f in the same piece of correspondence or report with that of the name 
of Drew Pearson or Allen or Anderson, In some references it was 
noted that the individuals names would appear in correspondence where 
both the Pearson and Anderson names appear. 




AJMsslw /&■ v.uJ 



OEC 2S> « 





ex. • a 











Upon -the completion of comparing the index cards all 
references were pulled and reviewed and they failed to reflect 
a common incident or tie-up between the individuals attending 
the White House conference of December 10, 1951 and Pearson, 

Anderson and Allen, 

However, it is of interest to note that in two instances 
Drew Pearson released information of a confidential nature 
which information was in the possession of Mr, H, Freeman Matthews 
who it will be noted attended the White House conference of 
December 10, 1951, 

One of the above instances was in reference to a leak of 
information in the State Department in April of 1946, 

In April of 1946, U» S» bassador Bedell Smith had a 
two hour interview with Premier Stalin of Russia, /Ambassador Smith 
furnished to the State Department on April 5, 1946$'in code, a 
message reflecting his talk with Premier Stalin, Drew Pearson on 
Sunday evening, April 7, 1946 broadcasted the substance of this 
message, Investigation by the Bureau reflected that three copies 
of the code message was made up one of which was delivered to Mr • 

H, Freeman Matthews, Chief of the Division of European Affairs of 
the State Department, on April 6, 1946 which was prior to the 
Pearson broadcast of Sunday, April 7, 1946, Accordingly there is / 
no indication that Matthews furnished the information to Pearson 
and the investigation failed to fix responsibility for the leak 
of the information to Pearson, (62-58301-210,211,214,) 

The other instance of interest was information released 
by Drew Pearson in his column dated June 12, 1945, The information 
pertained to Mr, Harry Hopkins talks with Premier Stalin of Russia, 
in June of 1945, Investigation by the Bureau reflected that Harry 
Hopkins sent telegrams from Moscow to President Truman reflecting 
the results of his talks with Premier Stalin, Copies of these 
telegrams were distributed to various individuals among them being 
Mr, Grew, who is Acting Secretary of State and to H • Freeman Matthews, 
was was Director of the European Division of the State Department 
at the time, There is no indication that Matthews furnished 
Drew Pearson with the confidential information and the investigation 
failed to definitely fix responsibility for the leak of the information 
to Drew Pearson, (62-78172-42,32,52') 

RECOMMENDATION : 

It is recommended that this memo be made part of captioned 


_• 2.. 



case 









ACTION : 

That you authorise this memorandum he filed 
captioned case • ^ 







* 


Please furnish me search slips, build-ups and 
break-downs on the following individuals: Matter must 
be handled expeditiously. 
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Drew Pearson , -**,■ 

Robert Sharon Allen 
jack Anderson -*** 6FTf% 

4. ' Robert Abercrombie Love tt p 

5. General Omar Nelson Bradley pf 

6. General Joseph Lawton Collins ^ 

7. General Hoyt Stanford Vandenberg jfJ 
8» William Morrow Fechtler — F 

9. General Charles Pear-re Cabell — 

20. Secretary Frank C. Pace-p 

22* Secretary Thomas Knight Finletter f. 

12. Acting Secretary Francis P. Whitehair P 

13. Acting Secretary James Edwin Webb «—* P” 

24. 2/r* H. Freeman Matthews — f~ 

15. Admiral Sidney William Souers f~ 

16. Mr. James Felden Lay, National Security Council f* 

17. General Harry Hawkins Vaughan F 

18. Admiral Robert Lee Dennison 

19. General Robert B. Landry — : P 

20. S . Everett Gleason P* 

21. Ban A. Kimball. 


Mr. Edward H. Foley, Jr. *") 
General Willis Matthews 
Colonel Chester V. Clifton j 


did not attend 
conference 


7 . 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 04 


Office Memorandum 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


PURPOSE: 


The Director 


date: January £,,1952 


D. M. Ladd }$/// 

Drew^Pearson CColumn of 12/15/511 ^ 

Jack NorthvtdiPjinderson, aka Jackt-j/nderson; 
Robert S$mllen (Column of 12/13/51) . 
ESPIONAGEI 

all information contained 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIEi^ 


This is to advise that Ad mira l Souers was briefed 
on January 3, 1952, regarding the ^contentsof 'th'eTreport of 
SAC P. Bi Hood, dated December 22, 1951,- and particularly regard- 
i rfg~th e' deg'f'ee of association between Director of Public informa¬ 
tion, 'Defense Department, Mr. Clayton Fritchey and of Under 
Secretary Francis P. Whitehair, Navy, with Drew Pearson. ’* 


DETAILS: 


In accordance with your instructions, Mr. Hennrich t alked , 

with Admi ral_Souers ofthfjpiite. House Jon. January 3 regarding the 
report of SAC R. ~B/Hood, dated December 22, 1951, which reflects 
thre^-nvrest , tg-atton:'of'~Ihe cnieg~ed leak from the White House conference n 
of December"10, 1951. He was briefed as to the investigation and 
advised of the information developed relative to the degree of as¬ 
sociation between Director of Public Information Clayton Fritchey ■' 

of the Defense Department and Drew Pearson. He was also advised 
of the contacts between Under Secretary Francis P. Whitehair of the (I 

Navy and Drew Pearson. j 


Admiral S ouers advi sjed-that.„he-had just about completed 
reviewing the Bureau's repoyi. He indicated that_he__fe.lt..jno 
furtrhrer" inquiries should be made in this matter and suggested that 
had he been handling the matter no investigation would have been 
regtreSled in fh.e^fifHe said that he thought that 
Admiral Dennison had probably "needled” the President in connection 
with"the request for an investigation inferring that Admiral 
Dfhniso'hwas not aware o f the problems involved in attempting to 
pin down responsibility for such a leak of information. Admiral 
Souer s" commented 1 thatfhe^ felt the ^investigation would have some 
good effects for a sho rtperi'odiof iime_in that the ' various agency es 
inv'dlv'ed"wdurd be mo re security consci o us . 













Js you know, as far as the Bureau is concerned, all 
pending investigation has been completed . Secretary Lovett, 
who originally requested the investigation, jfkgs advised that 
in event further inquiries are desired he will so advise • 


ACTION: 

For your information , 
additional developments. 


You will be advised of any 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
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Q Mr. TolsonJ^T 
yi J Mr. • 
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Mr. Giavin_ 

/ Mr. Ear bo_ 

I Mr. Koson_ 

Mr. Tracy._ 

Mr. Laughlin._ 

January 5, 1952 Mr. Mohr_ 

Tele. lieom_ 

Mr. Neasc_ 

Miss Gandy_ 


Dear Mr. Hoover: | _ 

I wish to acknowledge receipt of your kind 
letter of December 26, 1951* with which you 
enclosed a copy of the report of Special Agent in 
Charge R. B. Hood, covering the investigation of 
the reported leak of information from the 'White 
House conference which was held on December 10, 
1951. 

I have examined the details of this report 
with considerable interest, and I am sincerely 
appreciative of your thoughtfulness in making it 
available to me. 


O 


Sincerely yours, 



QIAN © ! ?952 

Honorable J. Edgar Hoover ^ 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U. S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 
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January 4 S 2952 


SACy Washington Field 


Director * FBI 

Drew^fearson (Column of 
Jack Northman Anders on, 
Robert SjJAlleu (Column 

ESPIONAGE - X 


22/15/Sl)*; 

aka Jack Anderson 

of 12/13/51) 


't 


\ Re report SAC R» B» Hood dated December 22^ 1951 • 

you are advised that no further inveetigation ie desired 
in connection with this matter and you are authorised to close 
your file • 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 04 

* Office Memorandum • united states government 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


THE DIRECTOR date: December 27. 19Sy^ 

il / J' * Tolaon IT 

MR. D. M. LADD j W w ./ 

(P . 

DREW PEARSON^(-Column of December 15, 1951); u djj x 


MR. D. M. LADD 


PURPOSE: 


matter . 


DREW PEARSON ^1-Column of December 15, 1951); 
JACK NORTMMAnWANDERSON, akca. Jack Anderson; 
ROBERTJSvSjALLEN (Column of December 13, 1951),; 
ESPIONAGE - X 


^ a S' ' ' 

To submit a summary 'iff the inveStirgation in this 



To advise: 

v I* Our investigation is completed • 

2. A report has been submitted to Secretary 
of Defense Lovett and to Admiral Souers • 

3, Admiral Dennison has been advised that 
report submitted to Lovett • 

4• Admiral Souers is out of Washington. Will > 
be briefed on his return January 4, 1952, 

BASIS OF INVESTIGATION : 

On De cember 13 r ,.ia& Z> Mr.^Robert A, Lovett, Mecretary 
of Defense, advised that the President had instructed that he 
request the FBI to initiate an inve3tigatipn of a reported 
"lexsfr tu ~6f~~ihformation regarding Top Secret matters discussed 
atrfcMhite House conference, December 101951, Lovett stated 
JdclW&nderson (leg-man for Pearson) had, on December 11, 1951, 
indicated to Under Secretary of the Navy Francis Whitehair that 
he had a column containing almost a verbatim account of what 
transpired at the December 10 conference. The President was 
notified and on his approval on December 12, 1951, General 
Omar Bradley sent for Anderson, reviewed the prepared column, 
and specif ical ly requested deletion of two items for security 
reasons • Anderson had indicated entire column could not be 
"killed" and had already gone out on Bell Syndicate wires. 

He said he would recommend that two specified items be "killed." 


CEHTLL 


RECORD® • 109 

fit -a 

indexed- 1 ^ 


isr- 



m 











Drew Pearson filed a column with the Bell Syndicate 
on December 11, 1951 • It first appeared, to our knowledge, 
in the New York Daily Mirror on December 15, 1951. This 
column purported to report matters discussed at the 
December 10 conference and included quotes • Robert S • 

Allen filed a column with the Post-Fall News Syndicate on 
December 11, 1951 . It first appeared, to our knowledge, 
in the New York Post on December 13, 1951 • This column 
also purported to report matters discussed at the December 
10 conference and included quotes, The Allen and Pearson 
columns were similar in most details , The Pearson column 
did include, when filed, the two items objected to by 
General Bradley • Pearson filed a correction to the column, 
eliminating these items, on December 12, 

THE DECEMMR Uh 1951. CONFERENCE i 

On Saturday, December 8, 1951, the Preside nt 
instructed Admiral Dennison to arrange for a conference to be 
hefd^i^^M^Wh[ttefF'pW^dnl^gMmpWf^G^^Tfie~pr dncipaT oKJect iue 
of the conferencewas to cl ear u p ce rta in matters concer ning 
cease -f i re negqt ia^ions^in t ^qrea^ ThlTsp e c ifi <T itemy re c ip i tating 
thelPresWen^s^ aotIon■ was an^item provi din g fojr repair and 
rehabilitation of ro ad* tii „ at i rfie±dA ( r ^e .!kal The PreeM&nt—thought 
thaTW . W4FFA i 

regardf^The'Pre s ident at that time i ndie.a£fi4 . fa, mould return 
to Wa3h ingto n for the conference^rather^han hapjs^ja^j^jgbe r 
o f off ipiplS- 1r^>§X~3jS^jtlJSfhif^, where he was at that time » 

The Pres ident himsejLf jridjtcc^ gd ent 

a t the confer ence, and the arran gements wer e made bu~Admiral 
De hnlsq n7~ The persqns^jnvXted were no\ speedfS&jally^adpised 
as to the nature of the conference, although from pending 
matters under c oh side rd t ton they waulsLJhav&. been a ware ip a 
general wa y of items which were to be discuss ed , There was, 
however, n o designated or pr inted a gend a, The conference 
con uenedua^ appw^ximi^s3^3^3^sum^ and adjourned at 
a pproximatel v^lliASnsm, All persons present participated 
in the discussions, with the exception of General* Cabell, 

Vaughan and Dandry, and Admiral Dennison • There was ex¬ 
tensive discussion of the cease-fire negotiations in Korea, 
including objectives of the United Nations Forces and 
concessions which could be made in order to attain a cease¬ 
fire • There was also extensive discussion regarding the 
NATO planning and the European situation in general « The 
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conference was generally of a briefing^.,nature, but y in 
addition, re suite a in action conce rn ing at.., lea&t^o ne 

in hi3_n egptiatSSM^,Ml$h^Cj>mm ml&t-JBi3Mg*3&n~a^ re . 1 

including concessions on repair and rehabilitation • 

The follgsjU^gjtgMSM^Wsm^ 

conference and they have all been interviewed, except the 
President: 

President Truman 

Secretary of Defense Robert A. Lovett 
General Omar Bradley, Chief of Staff 
General J. Lawton Collins, Army 
'General Hoyt S • Vandenberg, Air 
'Admiral William Fechteler, Navy 

General Charles P. Cabell, Director of Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Secretary France C. Pace, Army 
►Secretary Thomas K. Finletter. Air 
Acting Secretary Francis P • Whitehair, Navy 
Acting Secretary James E * Webb, State 
~Mr • H. Freeman Matthews, State 
Admiral Sidney Souers, White House 
Games Lay, National Security Council 
-General Harry Vaughan, White House 
Admiral Robert L» Dennison, White House 
■General Robert Landry, White House 

Mr • Joseph Short, White House Press Secretary, and 
others who "on a need-to-know basis n were furnished information 
regarding certain phases of the conference, were also inter¬ 
viewed. 

The interviews reflected that no, one took notes 
durino the co n_fexence~excent~,James,-Lau. wh o t over 
to the Presiden t, and that no one d i&jHF&ej lJL^memoranlunTon 
trie 'conference except Se^retar^^J.nlridbieT^^whme^jmempxiindum 
m (^e~Bf^fZf^fc^n rie^^g the joonferen ce_g nd.^was .directed at 
wridt^Jw asnot^discu ssed. A ll copies of thai,memonan dumjwere 
a ccounted f or. The int§Gvj^MS m d.id„na±^iMdlca±M^who^might be 
responS ibTe f o r an y ”leak n o f jinformation^from'-t hereon fere nee « 
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THE ALLEN-PEARSON COLUMNS 

The col umns f il ed b y IXen^a Md^JlrgM Pearson 

are writ-ben in a **» 

h ad first-handfWfiqWle dge of what went on at the ponf prence, 
describing the PresiWenW's striding into the room, gr’inning, 
shaking hands all around, etc • The columns then purport to 
S' ^gg with Qjmtin.uttu hjjgjh 1&ahts^.of^discuss ions ,nt^ r .t he 
conference* B o th^ofth e columns are li mited^ to d iscussions 
on^WW^Wfdse-fire negotiations • 

^ »MB»3ac» wg«»iC3Caa*: r r^ t 

Jt woe the cons ensu^ of_Jjho se persons interviewed 
and who had read the columns that th£jrep^tngJo^^Lg^$pely 
accurate as t o the poin ts,AiSPJU8Me4^in.uS onn.epAAm with the 
cSWS&zyTFfT'ne'gqiy^tSops, but relatively indpcura3pT§sfWg the 
quowti the %ndi^^^ls prisen^'^'lh this 

ctffffi'etFtf&tf, M "i~&l$aT~no$ed' ither^wB^ZoonsXd^abJLe^variance 
among the persons interviewed as to exactly what wa s sa id by 
par t i cular,in dividuals* It was the ce nkiiu^SjC EjhS^Se' ‘” 
i ntervi ewed who had read the columns tha£jthey, :r y&.Ke^pfgpa£ed 
wfth a !T"lea*t 8 ome.^nIo.rmMpn^9 ^.o^ pp.t.n£iZdA8PM9s.ed^pffS)ie 
co^terenFeZparticularly regarding the cease-fire negotiations, 
and probably from a common source • ge neral Fanden feerg 
com mented r9par^ing..Ahe^J Lllem^cQlmn M ±^I^FFZaS^pJje^4id 
n ot ref le ct the . real^PM EPPPP^JiA^the^mpet-ing, General Vanden- 
derg believes it could have -been prepared by someone who 
fee d clo sely f ollowed^the, Korean, Pi tuation^anF pub l ic stat e- 
meats o>"jpo8 Jt&sp^xosilttimadJbM-tlm ^ 

account 

of the weeding , 4t the t ime o/ hie interview, the Pearson 
column was not 1 available • 48 indicated above, Pearson's 

column is similar in context • Allo±hersfnt.e.rv.iewed^wh.Q had 
r ead the columns indicatedit wouXdhavebeen nepessary-to 
h ave access to a t least bits of information regarding dfs- 
cussions at theZpohfejrehceIthZorde f tjo^prepare .the columns, 

At ^least ta>o it p^^f ^p^rtdcular^signifi egnce 
regarding cease-fTfedTscussi^ns^'e^eZ^^reppjrte^ in the 
columns; namely, General ppllin.s^j^F^.0^fmpn^Zthut 
Korea co^d^WZ^I^l^iX^i^KJ3F^PM 0 !iJlii£qv) - the 

S columns^d-SWfBFbeFlhiiFFs^FaytngphatKPrea" could be held 
until "hell freezes over"; also, the general theme of the 
discussion on concessions was conditioned upon what has 
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\been referred to as n the greater sanction, " which contemplates 
the laying down of broad general t erms of an armistice, with 
the firm and final determination and declaration that if the 
conditions are violated, the United Nations will take strong 
retaliatory action, including all out war against Communist 
China • The columns failed to comment on this • 

MISCELLANEOUS : 

Investigat ion developed that Clayton Nritch ey, 

Director of PubUcTnforma'tton, DeDartmen^'.of^W efenae, : was 

had ex hib^bedr^^i ^^^ogpy^jof : ^MZ^^ £.SxOn^c^umn 
ap parently is on cioTe »ZfLzijeaditu^tsxms.-^i£hUZedT*on..gnd_..his 
wife. Fritchey a dmits he has k nown Pearson,f otl t ten,,.jy^prs 

ana v i si fas . h im^paiLtodicallyZdb autZomxe- a- men th, t here i s 

n o indicat ion that FTitchey x had-aojseMS^to,^ informatSsO^MQ the 
December 10 conf erence pri.or^jj s. D&cembs^JUSm 

Und er Sec retary Whitehair hadpreviously been 
visited by Pearson^on^twdloccasXdris, and dlso bWlFrs^ 

Bl umenthal, a Pearson jemnlouea^ Whitehair called Pearson 
on December 12, with the President's approval, for the 
Ipurpose of "killing" the Pearson column « Whitehair 
indicated concern that he might be blamed for the "leak," 

Pearson told Whitehair he should not be apprehensive, for 
he had not told Pearson anything • Pearson commented that 
he was an old friend of General Bradley and that many other 
friends of his were at the conference • He named Finletter, 
i Vandenberg, and Jimmy Webb in this connection • 

OBSERVATIONS : 

It is to be noted that int erviews ware ini tiated 
prior jto our obta.inina t he .Pearson. and AjTle Cert ain 
persons "in terview ed A hgd ,not seen the columns-^mdJbheAr^GomMehts 
wSrlf^^fp^Wains ^i^g^ ^^yfi^^M^cwracy^ of the material- con~ 
t aiTied" %herein, Inasmuch as ihe objective of the investigation 
toas the identification of any person who may have been responsible 
for a "leak" of information, it was not deemed advisable to 
re interview those persons specifically to obtain their comments 
as to the accuracy of the Allen and Pearson columns, particularly 
since those persons who will review the report were actually 
present at the conference and know wh a t transpired • !£he 
only persons who attended the conference who had no knowledge 
o ft he^dont e nts of e it he r c olumrr a t i fcg t ime of the i nte rview 
were General Robert Landry and Secretary Thomas^K, Finletter . 






ACTION: 


Secretary of Defense Robert A* Lovett was advised 
of the investigation conducted to date on December 81, 

1951 • He commented, without identifying the source, that 
the theory had been presented to him that an astute news¬ 
paperman could have written the columns without actually 
having access to the facts discussed at the conference • 

He commented that many items were inaccurate and that the \ 

columns made no reference to many items discussed • At \ 

that time, he specifically stated that Drew Pearson, Jack ' 
Anderson, and Robert S • Allen should not be interviewed 
n at this time," He also stated that no further investi¬ 
gation was desired at this time on the basis of information j 
developed • f 

i 

A copy of the report of SAC R . B, Hood, dated at 
Washington, D» C,, December 88, 1951, was forwarded to 
Secretary Lovett by letter of December 86, 1951, The 
letter confirms his request that no interviews should be 
had with Pearson, Anderson, and Allen, and specifically 
requests Secretary Lovett's advice as to whether further 
investigation is desired • 

A copy of SAC Hood's report was forwarded to 
Admiral Souers under date of December 86 • Souers is 
presently in Florida and will return on January 3, 1958 • 

An appointment has been made by Mr» Hennrich to brief 
Admiral Souers on January 4. 

Admiral Dennison has been advised that the report 
in this matter has been delivered to Secretary Lovett • 

You will be advised of the briefing of Admiral 
Souers upon his return to Washington and of any further 
developments in this matter • 
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GXf C'^! 

5: On 12/11/51 JACK ANDERSON, Reporter for DREW PEARSON, *> , 

^ approached FRANCIS P-^WHITEHAIR, Under_S ecretary of ^}' ' 
S. Navy, asked some innocuous questions concerning back- 
4 ground of White House conference held preceding date; 

S£ then confronted WHITEHAIR with statements attributed 
£ to participants at conference, requesting verification. 
v> WHITEHAIR states he rebuked ANDERSON and declined to 
V comment on conferencej reported matter to DAN KIMBALL, 
y Secretary of Navy, and facts of proposed PEARSON 

column furnished President TRUMAN. On request, ANDERSON 
submitted pertinent portion of proposed'news column 
«/ for 12/15/51 release to General OMAg^BRADLEI on 12/12/51 ^ 

^ Specific objection to phraseology of two items in £? 

column made by General BRADLEY on security grounds, V ^ c 
and PEARSON made requested changes. Column of ROBERT gw 

^ Q AT T B'XT nnrkAoi*i mrr i 1 O/l i ocnn HIou VaViIt Dao+ N 


4 S* ALLEN appearing in 12/13/51 issue of New York Post 
X reported substantially same information as PEARSON 




possessed relative to Presidential conference of 12/10 A « 
Columns referred to set forth. News dispatches re- % t f 


, lA' 

W A. 




_ } « ferring to specific items discussed at conference set r 

sC forth as of interest to instant investigation. At 1 5 
'v -mf* President’s request, investigation conducted to de- 

V drV. termine whether leak may have emanated from any person 

jA if^ jin attendance at White House conference. All par- 
ticipants at conference interviewed as well as those 
\J$’. identified as having knowledge of items discussed 

there. These interviews did not result in identification 
\ of any person responsible for leak of information. 

c ^W^r u, - p - *-*»**. 
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DETAILS!. AT WASHINGTON, D. C. 




. This investigation was initiated on a request of the President 
through Secretary of Defense ROBERT A. LOVETT. On December 13, 1951* 
Secretary LOVETT advised Assistant Director ALAN H. BELMONT and Inspector 
GAEL E. HENNRIGH that the President had requested him to inform the Bureau 
that an investigation should be made concerning information in the possession 
of JACK ANDERSON, leg man for DREW PEARSON, which information it was believed 
came from one of the government representatives attending a White House , 
conference on. December 10, 1951, presided over by President TRUMAN. The 
information concerned was of a «top secret" nature. 

At that time Secretary LOVETT advised that the Defense Department 
had been considering four, primary points in connection with the present 
cease-fire discussions in Korea and which points were presently matters of 
conflict between the United States arid. the Communist peace representatives. 

He stated that as a result of; the .feeling of the President that Some of 
these matters were in need of further discussion, a conference was sailed 
by the President for 10s30 A.M., December 10j 19517 and the White House 
issued invitations to those whose attendance was desired. 

Mr. LOVETT stated he had determined the following individuals were 
present at the conference! - 

I President TRUMAN ’’V 

' * Secretary of Defense ROBERT A.*£0l7ETT «/ 

3 General OMAR BRADLEY, Chief of Staff v 
> f General J. LAWTOI&0OLLINS,Army 
f General HOYT Sj^VANDENBHtG, Air 
■'k ^dm^al mLIAM^EPHTEI^R, Navy .. 

*s Genial CHARLES P«^LBELL, Director of Joint Chiefs of Staff . 
i. Secretary FRANK C^ffiACE, Army 

r\ Secretary THOMAS K^PINLETTJR, Air \ . 

. Acting Secretary IRANCIS p. WHITEHAIR, Navy 
■'n Acting Secretary JAMES ErVREBB, State' 

^' Mr. H. FREEMAfMttTTHEllS, State • 

. ; Admiral SIDNEXkSOUERS, White House 

JAMEShCAY, National Security Council 
/V > General HARRYTVAUGHAN,; White House 
U , . Admiral ROBERT )L^p3BNNIS0N, White House 


General ROBERT; 


IY, White House 


Mr. LOVETT, during the interview, furnished a summary of the various 
matters which were discussed at the Conference. Mr. LOVETT advised that because 
Of the widespread interest which had been general in connection with the con¬ 
ference, newspaper reporters were present at the White House in great number 
and at the conclusion of the conference were clamoring for information. He 
advised that to his knowledge, Mr. J0S£PH^S#0RT, press correspondent for the 
White House, advised the reporters that the conference had discussed world 
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affairs- including Korea and made no further statement* ! 

- Mr. LOVETT informed that he had taken no notes during the conference 
and subsequent thereto,’ had prepared no written record of the matters covered 
at the conference* He further informed that there was no recording o f the 
conference and that no written agenda had been prepared specifying the items 
to be discussed* *’:• • v 

Secretary LOVETT advibed that on the afternoon of December 12, 1951, 
JACK ANDERSON, leg man for DREW PEARSON, contacted Acting Secretary of the 
. Navy WHITEHAIR and showed to Mr* WHITEHAIR or read to him a story which pur¬ 
ported to be almost a verbatim account of the important matters set forth 
above which were discussed at the conference. He stated that Mr. WHITEHAIR 
was shocked and informed ANDERSON that it would be wrong to publish this 
material. Mr, LOVETT stated that Mr. WHITEHAIR brought this to the attention 
of the President. He stated that the President informed General BRADLEY who 
called either PEARSON or ANDERSON and asked that the material be brought over 
so that he might examine it* He stated that about 7:00 P.M. on the same day 
ANDERSON came to see General BRADLEY and brought the story with him. He stated 
that the/ story was read by General BRADLEY and his Aides, ColonejitarfFTON and 
Colone3^MATTHEWS. . ... ^ • 

He stated that General BRADLEY attempted to get ANDERSON to »kiU» 
the story entirely but ANDERSON advised him that he had checked with PEARSON 
and that the story was already on the Bell Syndicate wires and would come out 
Saturday, December 15, 1951. He stated that ANDERSON informed General BRADLEY 
that it was impossible to.“kill* the story. He further added that General 
BRADLEY and his Aides marked in red pencil two parts which they stated would 
be especially injurious to the security of this country and that ANDERSON 
informed General BRADLEY that he would recommend that these two parts be deleted. 

Mr. LOVETT stated.that the first part was a statement attributed 
to the President that if we did not get a cease-fire by December 27, we should 
arrange to extend the time. The second part related to concessions we might 
be prepared to make to the Communists, Mr* LOVETT advised that he did not 
know the full contents of ANDStSON's article. He stated that neither Mr, 
WHITEHAIR nor General BRADLEY had secured a copy of ANDERSON'S article and that 
the only source from which the contents could be obtained in the government 
would be recollections of Mr. WHITEHAIR, General BRADLEY, and General BRADLEY'S 
two aides. He stated that he did not know the exact excerpts of ANDERSON'S 
article which shocked Mr, WHITEHAIR but rather was of the opinion it was the 
fact that ANDERSON had what appeared to be an accurate report of the conference. 

Secretary LOVETT pointed out that ANDERSON'S story appeared to have 
background which would indicate that it must have come from someone actually 
at the conference. He furnished as an example that the article started out 
by saying that the President, tanned and fit, walked briskly into the 
conference room and shook hands with everyone including his own White House * 
Aides. ' ■ .*•. 
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INTERVIEW WITH FRANCIS P. WHITEHAIR 


Mr. FRANCIS P. WHITEHAIR, Undersecretary of the Navy since August 6, 
1951, was interviewed at his office on December 16, 1951, by Special Agents 
MAURICE A. TAILOR and CARL E. GRAHAM. • . 

Mr. WHITEHAIR advised that he had attended the White House Conference 
on December 10 as substitute for Secretary DM|j£0ffiALL. At the conclusion 
of the conference, he departed alone, returningImmediately to the Pentagon 
Building. He made no notes or memoranda but furnished a resume of the con¬ 
ference to Secretary KIMBALL the same afternoon and discussed the matter 
with no one else. •. -v. 

On the following afternoon, December 11, Mr. WHITEHAIR returned 
to his office betwee n 5 and 6 p.m., at which time he was informed by an 
aide. Marine Captain I I that JACK ANDERSON was waiting to see him. 

ANDERSON had no previous appointment with Mr. WHITEHAIR, and they were not 
acquainted. Mr. WHITEHAIR advised that he talked with ANDERSON a short 
time in his office and found him to be an attractive, personable young man. 

He advised ANDERSON indicated he would not take much of Mr. WHT TF.HATR * a 
time, adding that he covers the Pentagon for DREW PEARSON and Mr. PEARSON 
wanted ANDERSON to become acquainted with Mr. WHITEHAIR. They exchanged 
a few pleasantries and then ANDERSON stated he understood Mr. WHITEHAIR 
was at the ]big meeting* WHITEHAIR replied, "You know there are a lot of 
big meetings.” ANDERSON stated, "No, no, I mean the one at the White 
House." Mr. WHITEHAIR stated he remarked that unfortunately Secretary 
KIMBALL had been away, intimating that he had replaced Mr. KIMBALL* 

ANDERSON then asked who was present at the conference, and WHITEHAIR ad¬ 
vised' ANDERSON that the national interests precluded him from giving him 
this information. ANDERSON then inquired whether any jokes were told at 
the meeting. WHITEHAIR again advised ANDERSON that the best interests of 
the country made it impossible to discuss the conference. He,thinks he. 
mentioned this was merely the renewal of the bimonthly meeting of the 
President with the Joint Chiefs of Staff* ' 

Mr. : WHITEHAIR advised that ANDERSON thereupon pulled from his pocket 
a glossy yellow or gold paper folded like a newspaper and, reading from this 
paper, inquired if it were not true that General VANDENEERG had stated that we 
should reach an armistice with the Communists and thereafter withdraw. Also, 
General VANDENBERG had contended that we should not bomb beyond the Yalu 
River. Mr. WHITEHAIR declined to answer this query. ANDERSON then inquired 
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if JIMM^fwEBB had not stated that we should reach an armistice and impose a . 

. threat to the Communists in the event the terms of this armistice, were violated. 
Mr. WHlTEHAIR refused to answer this question also. ANDERSON then inquired 
if Admiral FECHTELER did not. oppose the above proposition of including a 
warning and threat to the Communists in the event of an armistice violation* 

. Mr. WHlTEHAIR stated he told ANDERSON that Admiral FECHTELER talks very little 
about anything. WHlTEHAIR stated ANDERSON-was persistent and inquired whether 
WHlTEHAIR saw the President and he may have also asked regarding the President 
being taimed. WHlTEHAIR advised he. may have indicated that he saw the 
President, which was obvious, and could not recall whether he had commented 
on the suntan of the President. .He advised ANDERSON then put the paper in 
his pocket and he lectured ANDERSON briefly, pointing out such material may 
be dangerous to the security of the United States and afford comfort to the. 
enemy. He stressed ANDERSON should draw no inferences from anything stated 
by WHlTEHAIR. ' 

Mr. WHlTEHAIR expressed the. belief that ANDERSCN's original inten¬ 
tion was to merely obtain, anecdotes or: pleasantries for background or window 
dressing for his column and. had not intended to reveal his material to 
WHlTEHAIR, but this was a development.from WHlTEHAIR's refusal- to cooperate 
from the outset. ■ > 

- Mr. WHlTEHAIR advised On early Wednesday morning, December 12, he 
discussed the, above incident with Secretary KIMBALL relating the entire story. 

He understands thereafter Secretary KIMBALL related the ANDERSON incident to. 
Admiral FECHTELER, and later in the morning. Admiral FECHTELER brought -the 
matter to the attention of Admiral DENNISON of the White House who had visited 
the Pentagon about 11:30 a.m. on another matter. Mr. WHlTEHAIR surmised that 
Admiral DENNISON had informed President .IRUMAN as Admiral DENNISON contacted 
him later in the day and reported the President desired that WHlTEHAIR report 
this matter to the attention of Secretary of Defense LOVETT and inform 
Mr. LOVETT that the FBI should be. advised. . 

' Mr,-WHlTEHAIR stated he felt the most immediate thing was to. prevent 
publication of the story,if possible, and at his suggestion. Admiral DENNISON 
obtained authorization of the President for WHlTEHAIR to contact DREW PEARSON. 
About 5 p.m., December 12, Mr. WHlTEHAIR phoned PEARSON whom he had met on 
several prior occasions since his appointment as Undersecretary and appealed 
to PEARSON to withhold the column from publication. He stated he based his 
request on two grounds; first, that he was newly appointed and trying to per¬ 
form his job and did not wish to become involved as a result of PEARSON'S 
action in sending his representative to make friends with WHlTEHAIR and then 
asked a series of questions about a confidential conference. Mr. WHITEHAIR's 
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second and most important argument was that the disclosure of the conference 
discussions might well impair the security of the country. He stated PEARSON/ 

• was somewhat apologetic and'said he wished WHITEHAIR had called him yesterday 

• ; and then told WHITEHAIR that he need not Worry, that he had not told ANDERSON 

anything, and insisted that the statement, would not hurt the President or the 
country and, as a matter of fact, he thought the 1 President would like it. 

• Mr. WHITEHAIR advised that his senior aide. Captain_ 

// USN, had listened to the conversation with PEARSON and submitted the 

I I following memorandum: i 

”12 December 1951 

.• ",• v . • : . ., 

i •'/./ “ "At about 1735 Wednesday, 12 December, the Under Secretary directed 

I me to get Mr. Drew Pearson on the phone for, him an d to listen in . There fol- 
\ lows the substance of the conversation: 

"Mr. Whitehair said that as Mr. Pearson knew, Mr. Anderson was in 
to see . him. yesterday afternoon. That Mr. Anderson and he had chatted for a 
while and that Mr. Anderson started asking about the President's conference 
Monday morning, as to who was there, and if there were any jokes told, etc. 
VMr. Whitehair gave him some innocuous, answers, to innocuous questions, but 
when Mr. Anderson asked other questions and brought out a notepad to take 
-notes, the Under Secretary told him not-to do that, that he could not talk 
.• about the Conference. Mr. Whitehair then-said .to Mr. Pearson that, if he 
planned to publish, anything about this . conference he wished that he would re¬ 
consider and not do it, because if he-had anything, it might hurt our national 
interests, and since it was well..known that Mr. Anderson had been in.to see 
the under Secretary he might be blamed for the leak. : 

"Mr. Pearson said that he had already released a brief outline of 

• the conference saying that the President would like a truce, providing no 
serious concessions were necessary, etc., but .that he didn't see that 

Mr. Whitehair should be apprehensive,- as Anderson had told him that Whitehair 
hadn't told him anything, and tha.t General Bradley and he (Pearson.) were old 
friends and had talked this situation over many times, and that many other 
'friends of his (Pearson's) were at the conference: Finletter, Vandenberg, and 
/'. . Jimmy Webb. • : ,v" ■■■ .... y' ' .' ■/ '/• 

... "Mr. Whitehair protested again, stating he was new here, trying to 
do a job apd certainly didn’t want to get involved in such a matter, and that , 
it was now known that Anderson had been to Mr. Kimball's office and hadn’t '* 
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"gotten in; to see Mr. Kimball, and had .then come down to see him (Mr. White hair) 
— Mr. Whitehair not then knowing that Anderson had tried but had been unable 
' "**''*... to see Mr. Kimball first, 

y.;V; "Mr. Pearson then said that Anderson was trying to see Mr. Kimball 

, . on an entirely different matter, and had had instructions to get in to meet 

"r :: . Mr* Whitehair, and further that he (Pearson), thought the article was a pretty 
good one, favorable to the President and to the military, and would do the 
. President some good, and certainly not hurt our national interests. 

'/'••' "Mr. Whitehair said that he was glad to hear that, and thanked 
jMr. Pearson." . • 

• In connection with his acquaintance with DREW PEARSON, Mr. WHITEHAIR 
■' advised.that when he was General Counsel for the Economic Stabilization Ad¬ 
ministration, he had been invited to the PEARS® home, along with MIKE DiSALLE, 
but h!ad not accepted the invitation. Shortly after his appointment as Under¬ 
secretary of Navy, he was again invited to the PEARSON home for an informal 

; buffet dinner on a Saturday afternoon and accepted. He recalled that he went 
’ . in' his car and drove Justice HUGO BLACK and his. wife, , who were also guests. 

• . Others present included DREW PEARSON, a sister of Mr. PEARSON, Attorney ABE 

FORTAS and his wife, WALTER CRONKHITE, radio commentator, and FRED'BLUMENTHAL 
(reporter and office manager of Mr. PEARSON). Mr. WHITEHAIR. also recalled 
that PEARS® had paid him a casual visit one afternoon on a subsequent occa¬ 
sion inquiring how he liked his job and exchanging pleasantries. On one. other 
occasion PEARSON had beeh in the. Pentagon to contact the Secretary of Navy 
and dropped in for a brief, visit with Mr. WHITEHAIR. Mr. WHITEHAIR advised 
he, had never furnished PEARS® with any information. ' . ' 

Mr. WHITEHAIR advised he did, not know ROBERT S. ALLEN. ! He advised 
that he was not acquainted with JACK ANDERSON prior to the meeting described 
above and.did not know any other individual employed by PEARSON with the ex¬ 
ception of FREP,ipLUMENTHAL. He explained he had met BLUMENTHAL previously on 
two occasions imhis office. This occurred in connection with a controversy 
. „ -; growing out of efforts of the Harvey Machine Company to negotiate a twenty- , 
seven million dollar loan from the Government. Considerable Opposition devel¬ 
oped because, of. alleged inefficiency of the Harvey Machine Company in manu¬ 
facturing defective shells for the Government during the war. • 

.DREW PEARSON apparently had interested himself in opposing the loan 
efforts of the Harvey Company and. sent BLUMENTHAL to see WHITEHAIR, at which 
v time BHJMENTHAL displayed a confidential Navy document to WHITEHAIR. Sometime 
*: . . thereafter, BHJMENTHAL again visited WHITEHAIR and the latter returned the . 
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; ,document to BLUMENTHAL, stating he was ‘certain BLUMENTHAL had made photo-’ 
static copies. He said BLUMENTHAL was surprised, stating he thought ' ' • 

;'V\v WHITEHAIR would retain the document* , 

_- r .*‘ V The “New York Post?' coluiim of ROBERT S. ALLEN published December 13, 

19$1, was displayed to Mr* WHITEHAIR^ who stated it was pretty accurate and 
undoubtedly based upon the knowledge of someone who had attended the con¬ 
ference# He stated the quotations,attributed to the President and General 
COLLINS appeared reasonably accurate but observed that in connection with 
the column's statement that the Communists cannot drive us out of Korea, 
COLLINS had stated “For ny money, the Communists cannot drive us out of 
. Korea,” rather than “until hell freezes over" as indicated in the ALIEN 
column, Mr, WHITEHAIR was .positive General COLLINS had not said “until 
: • ,: hell freezes over,” • ' 

' >•_ /'• -i.s'" Mr. WHITEHAIR thought that the quotations and alleged statements 
ofGeneral BRADLEY were rather accuratewith the exception that he did.not 
'recall that General BRADLEY had portrayed the Communists as plaj&ng off 
: their efforts to demand concessions on airfields against the rotation of 
troops advocated by the U,N, He recalled that both matters were discussed 
in General BRADLEY’S presentation of the. various points at issue in the 
. truce negotiations. With reference, to .the quotations of ‘General, VANDENBERG 
in the column, Mr, WHITEHAIR advised he could not recall that General 
; ; VANDENBERG had argued particularly about airfields but possibly this was * 

- mentioned, • t . ■*" /'•' 

Mr* WHITEHAIR advised that his contribution to the conference 
touched briefly upon the fact that he was new in his job and his knowledge 
: ••. /of^the'-behavior and characteristics of the orientals, Koreans in* particular> 

^ in the light of his many years* experience in the Far East as a Military : 
' , -.7 Government Specialist and Prisoner of War Officer, He stated tLat base^ 

on his knowledge of oriental psychology, he offered the opinion to the con¬ 
ference that the Communists would prolong negotiations ^indefinitely and then 
say no, which supported the .position of Admiral FECHTEIER, ' * 

. , Concerning an alleged leak of information relative to the pro¬ 
ceedings at the White House conference, Mr. WHITEHAIR stated he -could offer 
: ■ no suggestions as to the identity of any person in attendance who may have 
v v . 5 been responsible for a leak, if a leak occurred* 
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INTERVIEW WITH SECRETARY OF WAVY BAN KIMBALL 


Secretary of Navy BAN KIMBALL whs interviewed at hie office 
in the Pentagon on the afternoon of December 18, 1^51, by Special Agents 
CARL E. GRAHAM and MAURICE A. TAYLOR; 

. Secretary KIMBALL advised that he was out of the city at the 

tins of the White House Conference on the morning of December lOy.1951, 
and was represented at the conference by Under Secretary FRAJ^'Ift^WHITEHAIR, 
who returned to the Pentagon before noon, at which time he furnished Mr. 
KIMBALL with a general summary of what had transpired at the conference. 

He recalled in particular that Mr. WHTEEHAIR had informed him concerning 
the remarks made by Mr. WHITEHAIR and Admiral WILLIAM FECHTEIER. Mr. 

KIMBALL advised he had made no notes, and that no memoranda had been 
prepared on the above discussion or the conference. He also stated he : 
had no further discussions with anyone concerning the conference proceedings. 

Secretary KIMBALL stated that on the following afternoon, 

December li, 1951, he had returned to his office about 4:30 P.M., at 
which time his secretary advised that JACK ANDERSON had wanted to see 
him. Secretary KIMBALL told the girl that he did not wish to see ANDERSON 
at all. However, he learned that ANDERSON had left his office and had 
gone down to visit Mr* WH3TEHAIR. Later that evening, or early the next 
morning, WHETEHAIR reported to Secretary KIMBALL that ANDERS® had questioned 
him concerning the White House Conference and thereafter read several 
items from notes indicating he had been briefed on a number of matters 
discussed at the conference, (to the same morning, Mr. KIMBALL informed 
Admiral FEXJHTEIER of the above developments and Admiral FECHTEIER advised 
he would inform Admiral DENNIS® of the White House. Mr. KIMBALL understood 
that Admiral DENNISON had advised President TRUMAN on the same date. 


■ : ' ; . ; 8 v . . . .. ■ 









UFO- 65-6060 
MAT/CEG: eaktddj 


INTERVIEW WITH ADMIRAL WILLIAM 


DHTELER 


'•'• Admiral WILLIAM,M» FECHTELER, - Chief -of Naval Operations, was 
interviewed on December l5, 1951, by Special Agents MAURICE A. TAYLOR 
and CARL E. GRAHAM, . at the office of Admiral FECHTELER, Room ItE, 632 , 
'Pentagon*' ; • \’V • 

Admiral FECHTELER recalled he had attended the White House 
. Conference held at 10:30 A. M*i.December 10, 1951* He advised that he 
did hot take any notes during the conference and made no memoranda 
thereafter pertaining to the conference; he also advised he had not dis¬ 
cussed the proceedings of the conference with anyone* 

Admiral FECHTELER furnished the substance of his own contribution 
to the conference, which covered a single item. Admiral FECHTELER 
voiced his misgivings to an earlier State Department proposal that 
the sixteen member nations of the UN forces represented in Korea issue 
a threat to the Communists of dire consequences to be visited on them 
if a violation of the armistice agreement: occurrs* In this connection. 
Admiral FECHTELER urged that he did not believe in threats or in 
committing ourselves to a course of action which we might not be able or 
find desirable to effectuate “at the ;time when seme violation occurred, 
and he stressed he did not believe in issuing threats in any event* - y' 

Admiral FECHTELER furnished.the background of instant matter 
as known to him, advising that he first learned of the PEARSON-ANDERSON 
leak on Wedhesday morning, from Secretary DAN KIMBALL, as they were going 
to a conference together^ Secretary KIMBALL related that on the previous 
day ANDERSON had an appointment with FRANCIS WHlTEHAIR, during which 
.ANDERSON questioned. 1fr* WHlTEHAIR concerning the conference, and' then . 

; read from a paper concerning' the details, of the conference, which alarmed 
; WHlTEHAIR, who reported the matter to Secretary KIMBALL* Admiral : . 
FECHTELER advised that after iunch he had occasion to talk with Admiral 
DENNISON,.White House Attache,,-and’DENNISON first learned of the. leak from 
Admiral; FECHTELER, and subsequently the matter was reported to .the . ; 

; President*,** v'/..v. : '/• • • ->•'* r*vi' ; -• • ; ■ ’ \‘v•' 

; Adhiral FISCkTELER pointed out he did not know DREW PEARSON, 

JACK ANDERSON, or any”known PEARSON employee, and he had nd’specific :/ 
suggestipn' as to hOw any. leak may have Occurred* 

■ Admiral FECHTELER was.made, cognizant of the column by ROBERT 

, S. ALLEN in the "New York Post” of December 13, 195l> which column 
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purported to contain the substance of the "White House Conference. 

Admiral FBCEEEIER said he could not verify the accuracy of the AUEN 
column as to actual quotations, "but in all, considered the ALIEN column 
to he substantially an accurate report of remarks which were included in 
the conference. He expressed the belief that the ALIEN column must have 
been prepared with assistance from scmeone who was present at the 
conference, and he concluded he could not point out any inaccuracies 
In the ALIEN column. 

Admiral EECHEEIER was asked concerning the item reportedly in the 
ANDERSON column to the effect that we would seek an extension beyond the 
deadline of December 27, 1951> in the event details were not completed prior 
to that date* Admiral EECHTEIER stated he did not recall’the President 
had indicated we would seek or permit extension beyond the December 27 
deadline, although he thinks the date may have been mentioned during 
the conference. He did recall that the President in substance said we 
should not make any concessions which we will regret later;' 

In conclusion. Admiral EECHBEIER advised that during the 
proceedings he did not observe anybody coming into or leaving the room, 
and recalled when the meeting concluded, approximately H:kO A.M., 
everyone left the White House at about the same time. 
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INTERVIEW WITH GENERAL OMAR BRADLEY 


- General OMAR BRADLEY,, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was 

interviewed by Inspector CARL 1. HENNRICH and Special Agent M. A. TAYLOR. • - 

General BRADLEY advised he was informed by the President of the 
leak to DREW PEARSON, which, was exposed, when JACK ANDERSON approached FRANCIS 
WHITEHAIR to confirm material obviously originating at the conference. 

General BRADLEY stated that about 6sQ0 P.M., December 12, 1951, he had 
visited the White House at which time the President told him of the dis¬ 
closure and expressed great concern that the truce negotiations would be 
jeopardized through an untimely news item. General BRADLEY volunteered to 
see if he could prevent publication of the information in PEARSON'S possession. 
General BRADLEY stated he ascertained from a source at the "Washington Post" 
that the PEARSON column was not made up for publication in the "Post" for 
December 13 and 111, which would be Thursday and Friday of the week of the 
conference. General BRADLEY advised that his press aide. Colonel C. V. CLIFTON, 
thereafter telephoned JACK ANDERSON, who came over to the office of General 
BRADLEY about 7*30 P.M., December 12, 1951. 

General BRADLEY related that when ANDERSON arrived at the office 
of General BRADLEY he displayed a typewritten copy of a column to General 
BRADLEY and his assistants, Colonel WILLIS MATTHEWS and CHEST&ft^EIFTON. 

General BRADLEY read aloud the portions of the column dealing with the White 
House conference of December. 10. His recollection was that the column re¬ 
ferred to the conference as ah important White House conference and described 
the President's entering the conference room, making a joking reference to 
his suntan, and proceeding around the conference table shaking hands with 
each -individual present. General BRADLEY recalled the column indicated that 
General BRADLEY had led off by outlining the military situation in Korea, in 
which General BRADLEY was fairly optimistic. 

Subsequentlyreference was made in the. column to a statement 
attributed to Admiral WILLIAM FECHTELER to the effect that the Navy was ready 
to perfoim its mission any time, anywhere in the Korean war. General BRADLEY . 
believed there may have beena^reference to a statement allegedly made at the. 
conference-by General HOYTWANDENBERG, but stated later he believed this was 
mentioned by ANDERSON verbally. 

General BRADLEY advised that he also recalled two items in particular 
which he pointed out to ANDERSON as very undesirable and which ANDERSON agreedi , 
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to change to conform with suggestions Of General BRADLEY. One of these items 
quoted the President as saying we ought ;'to .do everything we could to get a 
cease-fire, but should not make any concessions we will regret later. 

General BRADLEY suggested changing this to; simply state that the President 
had declared we should not make any concessions which we will- regret later. 

The second item indicated that it.was agreed at the conference that if we 
did not succeed in obtaining a cease-fire by the December 27 deadline we 
would ask for a few days extension of time. General BRADLEY advised that at 
; his suggestion this was changed to a statement that there would undoubtedly 
be some details which would have to be worked out subsequent to the 
December 27 deadline. In connection with these changes, General BRADLEY ad¬ 
vised that he had informed the President that the changes had been made and 
told President TRUMAN that the article, as modified, was not particularly 
harmful. He said he did not recall the President referring to the date 
December 27, 1951* at the conference. 

General BRADLEY stated he did not'request ANDERSON to kill or with¬ 
draw the story, explaining it was his understanding from talking to WHITEHAIR 
•that it had been dispatched and he preferred not to ask favors of DREW PEARSON. 
General BRADLEY expressed the opinion, that. the column was based, in part at 
' least, oh information obtained from someone present at the conference, and 
; that it was f airly accurate and was.not particularly harmful. He stated he did 
not authorize the publication but could'not prevent its-publication, and chose 
.to suggest the. changes, which he marked on the typewritten copy at.the 
. suggestion of’Colonel WILLIS MATTHEWS. . ' 

General BRADLEY mentioned that ANDERSON had stated he had displayed 
the column to someone unnamed at the Pentagon who had stated that it was 
harmless and contained nothing which would violate security. General BRADLEY 
also had a recollection that ANDERSON had indicated that he had further in¬ 
formation concerning the White House conference, but had refrained from in¬ 
cluding this in the watered down version.for publication. 

General BRADLEY, with reference to his participation in the confer¬ 
ence, advised that at the beginning Secretary ROBERSptOVETT suggested that 
General BRADLEY inform the President of the military situation, which General 
BRADLEY did, advising him of the Communist buildup of men, planes, and 
equipment in the past couple of weeks, and also discussing the several points 
in the negotiation and mentioning that a few concessions could.be made on 
both sides. He particularly expressed the view Of the Joint Chiefs that re¬ 
pair and rehabilitation was equally advantageous to the UN and a ban would 
be. unenforceable. V , \ ’' 

• . At this time the column of ROBERT S. ALLEN which appeared in the 

"New York Post 1 ’ on December 13, 1951* was displayed to General BRADLEY, who • 








WFO 65-6060? . • 


read it carefully and expressed the opinion that he did not believe he 
recognized it as identical with 'that of ANDERSON, and did not believe it 
to be as accurate. He stated some of the quotations are pretty close to 
those of ANDERSON*s and that the .same person could have given the material 
to both men, relating it a bit differently, or he thought perhaps ALLEN 
could have obtained the material from PEARSON or ANDERSON prior to the 
time that ANDERSON*s material was watered down in column form, 

f. General BRADLEY pointed out several differences* He stated that 

at the conference General VANDENBERG had not expressed as great concern as 
attributed to him ±h the. ALLEN column. He stated that the references to 
General COLLINS were-fairly accurate, and .the quotation that General COLLINS 
stated we could "hold the present line until hell freezes over" was accurate* 
With reference to General COLLINS* inclination to make concessions bn the 
airfield dispute* he stated COLLINS* view was that four or five airfields 
could be conceded to the Communists* 

General BRADLET advised that with reference to the statement in 
the ALLEN column attributed to him, that the Reds were trying to .bargain 
rotation against‘airfields,, this is not entirely accurate, but that reference 
to the rotation of troops was made and this was discussed as one of the 
serious points at issue in negotations with the enemy. 

General BRADLEY advised that the quote attributed to President 
TRUMAN, that he was very.anxious to end the fighting but Would not agree 
to concessions we may regret later, was accurate to the best of his 
recollection* He also believed some reference was made at the conference 
to building up the South Korean Amy and how soon we could withdraw safely, 

. General BRADLEY was questioned concerning any possible suspicions 
he might have concerning anyone present at the conference, and he stated he 
felt that no member of the Military or Naval services present was responsible 
for the leak* He admitted he had in mind one civilian present at. the con¬ 
ference whom he would not trust with confidBntial information of this 
character* He said he had absolutely no facts to support his, suspicions,- 
except that this person had been reported to have leaked information on a 
prior occasion*- He confided that he had made his suspicions known to the 
President and had promised the President that he would not reveal the name 
of this person to any other individual* General BRADLEY did. not furnish 
ary information which would point to the individual under his -suspicion. 

General BRADLEY advised he did not make any notes during or after 
the conference; thereafter, did not make any record or memorandum of the 
proceedings* Furthermore, he stated he had.not discussed the proceedings 
of the conference with ariyqne except as indicated above* 
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Colonel CHESTER V* CLIFTON, press■officer and aide to General OMAR 
BRADLEY, was interviewed in the office of his associate. Colonel WILLIS 
MATTHEWS, on the afternoon of December 1U, 1951, ty SAs CARL E. GRAHAM and 
MAURICE A* TAILOR. 

Colonel CLIFTON advised that at about 6:30 p*m* on December-12, 1951, 
General BRADLEY had returned to his office from.the White House and advised 
that the President was greatly concerned about an alleged leak to DREW PEARSON 
or his reporter, JACK ANDERSON, of matters discussed at the White House 
conference held on the morning of December 10, 1951* Colonel CLIFTON stated 
he understood that ANDERSON had prepared a story containing direct quotations 
which were very accurate, indicating the information was authentic* He 
explained that he learned from General BRADLEY, that FRANCIS WHITEHAIR, acting 
Secretary of Navy at the conference, had been approached ty ANDERSON under 
the pretext that he wanted to meet with Mr. WHITEHAIR, who is comparatively 
new as under Secretary of Navy, and thereafter endeavored to question Mr. WHIT EHAIR 
about the conference proceedings* When Mr. WHITEHAIR declined to furnish 
anything, ANDERSON pulled a paper from his pocket and read descriptive material 
of the conference proceedings which was so accurate Mr* WHITEHAIR became 
alarmed, and reported the matter which ultimately reached the President* 

Colonel CLIFTON related that the President felt that premature or inaccurate 
disclosures might jeopardize our entire truce negotiations with the Communists* 

So, General BRADLEY volunteered his assistance in view of past experience 
with PEARSON in a similar matter* He recalled that on one occasion in the 
past when PEARSON had prepared a column dealing with top secret atomic information. 
General BRADLEY had requested PEARSON hot to use the material in the interests 
of national security and PEARSON had respected General BRADLEY’S request in that 
matter. Colonel CLIFTON related that in the light of that prior incident. 

General BRADLEY had volunteered to help on this occasion. Colonel CLIFTON 
understood from General BRADLEY that MT* WHITEHAIR had called DREW PEARSON, 
who indicated that the column alrea<fy had been dispatched, but insisted that 
nothing contained therein constituted a danger to security or a source of 
embarrassment* Colonel CLIFTON stated he phoned •’RUSS'* WIGGINS of the Washington 
Post, who advised him that nothing: concerning the White House conference 
appeared in the PEARSON columns scheduled for publication December 13 and 1U* 
Colonel CLIFTON advised that before haying PEARSON again contacted by his 
superiori General BRADLEY, he thought he would discuss the matter with JACK 
ANDERSON and called him after locating ANDERSON at the Senate Press Gallery* 
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He stated ANDERSON assured him he did not wish to violate security and there 
was no security violation in the PEARSON column, but agreed to come over with 
the column and discuss it* At the same time, ANDERSON inquired how CLIFTON 
learned of the column's existence,, and offered to submit the column for , . .. 
editing in exchange for being informed as tq who told Colonel CLIFTON he 
had the information concerning the conference. To this Colonel CLIFTON agreed. 

A short time thereafter, around ?:00 p.m., JACK ANDERSON came over to General 
BRADLEI's office and there in the presence of ANDERSON, Colonel MATTHEWS and 
himself (CLIFTON) General BRADLEY read aloud the portion of the column dealing 
with the White House conference. Colonel CLIFTON recalled there were two points 
in the article which were considered objectionable, although General BRADLEY 
did not indicate to ANDERSON that anything in the column was accurate or 
indicate in any way that he approved publication of the column. Colonel CLIFTON 
explained this type of editing is necessary in.handling stories where reporters 
have secured confidential information in the nature of scoops, as 1 they are unable 
to prevent publication and endeavor to protect national security by persuading 
the reporters to delete items which greatly endanger the national interest. 

The first of the objectionable items above, in substance, quoted the 
President, as stating we would grant an extension of a few days if details of 
the peace negotiations were not worked out by the cease fire dead line of 
December 27, 195l» Colonel CLIFTON advised this objectionable item was 
rephrased and in substance was made to read that undoubtedly there will be 
some details that will have to be worked out after the December 27th dead line. 

The other objectionable item in substance had quoted the President as saying 
that we ought to do everything we can to get a cease fire, but we should make 
no concessions that we would regret later. Colonel CLIFTON advised this item 
was considered objectionable in that it would tend to make it look like we are 
too anxious to obtain an armistice. So, the item was changed in substance to show 
the President commenting we should make no concessions we would regret later* 
Colonel CLIFTON stated that apart from the above changes, it was agreed in 
ANDERSON'S presence that the column was not particularly harmful and might in 
fact be helpful* Thereafter, ANDERSON departed with the understanding he 
would recommend to PEARSON that the suggested changes be inserted in the 
column.' '. ■' ■'. y. . .. • •" ' 

Just before leaving, ANDERSON reminded Colonel CLIFTON they had 
agreed that on the condition of ANDERSON submitting the column. Colonel CLIFTON 
would tell ANDERSON how it had been learned that the column had been prepared. 

In reply to ANDERSON, CLIFTON-told him he learned it from the President. 
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He stated ANDERSON appeared to be genuinely startled at this, and then as they 
were walking down the hall, ANDERSON shook his head and said "it must have 
been WHITEHAIR who told him." /. - 

To the best of his recollections. Colonel CLIFTON furnished the 
material contained in the PEARSON column as read aloud to him by General 
, BRADLEY in ANDERSON'S presence. He recalled the column had started out with 
a description of the President entering the conference room in good spirits, 
and after greeting everyone made some remark, in substance, inquiring as to 
howlhey all liked his suntan. In addition to the two items above, considered 
objectionable and changed in accordance with General BRADLEY'S suggestions. 
Colonel CLIFTON recalled the PEARSON column contained a sub-title along in 
the middle of the column, captioned "Silent Admiral" which described a state¬ 
ment at the conference attributed to-Admiral.FECHTELER. It was Colonel 
CLIFTON'S recollection that in substance the comments attributed to FECHTELER 
were to the effect that the Navy was ready to carry on its part in the Korean 
war if called on, any time, any place, and under any condition. Colonel, 
CLIFTON said he could not recall additional items in the PEARSON column, but 
did remember, that next to the last item was the previously described objection¬ 
able reference to the granting of extensions of time beyond the December 27 
deadline. In connection with ANDERSON'S protestation that the column contained 
no violation of security, ANDERSON had.told General BRADLEY and his two 
assistants that he had lots more information from the conference and he had 
purposely left it out because there might be some question of security. In 
this connection, he referred to statements attributed to General VANDENBERG 
dealing with the air war and how it would affect us and by General COLLINS con¬ 
cerning troop rotation, and what we should do about it. 

Colonel CLIFTON stated he is familiar with the DREW PEARSON style of 
reporting and his information techniques from considerable experience with 
ANDERSON and he feels that this, information originated from an eye witness 
who attended the White House conference. He cautioned, however, that the 
entire story may not have been obtained from such a source of information and 
added|that•it may have been the work of two or more reporters working in 
conjunction, such as ANDERSON and#lcNAMARA, another PEARSON reporter, or 
ROBERSaaCLLEN and PAULHSCOTT. He also called attention to the possibility 
that direct quotations could have been passed on by a secondary source in the 
person of an assistant to one of those' attending the conference. In this 
connection. Colonel. CLIFTON stated that a surprising degree of detail can be 
assimilated by a man trained in this respect to receive information from the 
top man and be able to retain it in order to make or. implement decisions. 
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CdlonelCLlBTONetated thata leak of this nature was not the. sort 
= of thing that was handled- by a telephone cohversation between .the. source .and 
^: ;the reporter. He said this sort of matter would almost necessarily indicate 
a person to person briefing with - the informant giving the: reporter:', a complete 
"fill-in", or “run-down" on the entire proceedings. ; >' 

At this time. Colonel CLIFTON called attention';,to a column by 
ROBERT S. ALLEN, which he stated appeared.in. the New York Mirror December 13» 
1951> but actually appeared in the "Blue Final" ;pf the New York Post on the 
evening of that date. Colonel CLIFTON stated that reading the ALIEN column 
tended to confuse a bit his recollections of the ANDERSON material, but be¬ 
lieved the column was in general similar to the ANDERSON column* He observed 
that the ALLEN column appeared to include the .material in ANDERSON* s column 
and in addition contained quotations by General VANDENBERG and General COLLINS, 
recalling in this connection, that ANDERSON had stated he had such items in 
his possession, but did not choose to, use them* 

After reading, the- ROBERT S. ALLEN column ^ast night (December 13, 
1951) Colonel CLIFTON remarked he called Mr. CLAYTO^fklTCHEY, Director of 
Public Information, Department of Defense. They discussed the ALLEN column 
. and ’Colonel CLIFTON’S recollection'.of Ifr. FRITCHEY’s comment was FRITCHEY 
remarked that ALLEN had "scooped’' PEARSON by two days. The following day. 
Colonel CLIFTON .and Mr. FRITCHEY discussed the matter of the ALLEN and PEARSON 
columns and Mr. FRITCHEY told. Colonel. CLIFTON that he was at the' DREW PEARSON 
residence at the time the discussion<in General BRADLEY’S office took place 
on the night of December 12. kr.'FRITCHEY told Colonel CLIFTON that he was 
playing bridge at the PEARSON home when ANDERSON came by the DREW PEARSON 
residence on his Wjay to the Pentagon to take the column to General B RAD LEY. 
Colonel CLIFTON stated FRITCHEY had related to him that PEARSON had showed the 
column to him (FRITCHEY). Colonel .CLIFTON said FRITCHEY had made the ob- ' 

- servation he did not see anything harmful ,in the column as it had been dis- 
• played to him by PEARSON. ... ; 

..."' At the :conclusion of this interview. Colonel CLIFTON summed Up 

. his observations by saying .in his opinion there are two ways that the informa-, 
tion got out: either a. leak by some member actually in attendance at the 
White -House conference, or. some, member in attendance told it to his respective 
.--staff, and the inf ormation .leaked from that point. He continued that it was 
. his. belief. that the. Leak actually came from a person who had attended the 
' White 1 Houselc^^^ Colonel OLtETON' added it. was his own conclusion that 

the same source who furnished, /the data to JACK ANDERSON also had given the 
. same .information to. ROBERT S.: ALLEN. • ,. 4 ' 
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On December 18, Colonel CLIFTON was reinterviewed for the purpose 
of displaying to him the DREW PEARSON, column as published in the New York Daily- 
Mirror, December 15, 1951* It was Colonel CLIFTON'S observation that with 
.only possibly minor editing, such as a comma here or there, he could see 
nothing significant in the PEARSON column as different from the original 
column which had been presented, by ANDERSON and read by General BRADLEY. 

He stated he thought all the principal points were in the column. He did 
not believe the first paragraph rin the column displayed is identical in form 
with the ANDERSON material, but be thought that the material that ANDERSON 
displayed to General BRADLEY did have an introduction containing much the 
same thought. He noted particularly the second sentence in the opening . 
paragraph referring to an assurance from General BRADL EY that a cease fire 
could be worked out in Korea. 










. / ' INTERVIEW WITH COLONEL WILLIS MATTHEWS 

Colonel WILLIS MATTHEWS, Aide to General OMAR BRADLEY, was r 
interviewed in his office at the Pentagon on the afternoon of December 14, 
1951, by Special Agents CARL E* GRAHAM and MAURICE A* TAYLOR, 

' Colonel MATTHEWS confirmed the story of Colonel CHESTER CLIFTON 

of the return of General BRADLEY to the Pentagon about 6:30 p*m, on 
December 12, 1951, with the report from President TRUMAN of the news leak 
to JACK ANDERSON and the subsequent visit of ANDERSON to the office of 
General BRAD LEY between 7:00 and 7*30 p*m* the same evening* Colonel 
MATTHEWS also advised that upon arrival, ANDERSON had displayed a lengthy 
4 typewritten document on long sheets of yellow paper, resembling teletype 
I paper, which he presumed to be a full column. He stated perhaps one third 
or more of the material was devoted to the White House Conference and that 
General BRADLEY read this portion out loud in the presence of ANDERSON, 
Colonel CLIFTON, and himself• He advised that ANDERSON furnished no copy 
to General BRADLEY and no notes were made* V • 

Colonel MATTHEWS stated that ANDERSON indicated that the column, 
as prepared, did not have any items dangerous to security and informed/ 
General BRADLEY that he would delete or recommend deletion of anything , 
constituting a security violation* He advised that General BRADLEY did 
not approve anything in the column or indicate that anything was accurate 
, or inaccurate* However, General BRADLEY objected to two items and 
designated these items on ANDERSON*s copy at the suggestion of.Colonel 
MATTHEWS* •. He stated ANDERSON agreed to. change the two items to conform 
with the suggestions of General BRADLEY and Colonel CLIFTON* He stated 
he was not completely clear as to the two items, but believed in one 
item, ANDERSON agreed to delete a statement indicating that we are anxious 
for an armistice and would go to considerable lengths to obtain it, and 
to leave in the column a statement by the President that we should not 
go and make any foolish concessions of mistakes which we would regret 
thereafter* ",.. • 

^^ . ■ y, ■ ■ ■ - . y ‘V •. ’ * 

Colonel MATTHEWS advised that prior to the arrival of ANDERSON , , 
sit the office of General BRADLEY on the evening of December 12, 1951, General 
BRADLEY had called Secretary ROBERT LOVETT discussing the alleged leak and 
informing him of the concern of the President, General BRADLEY also called. 
Under Secretary FRANCIS WHITEHAIR, who had originally reported the leak and 
discussed the leak and the President’s concern with Mr* WHITEHAIR* . 
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With reference to hi 3 recollections of the ANDERSON article 
read by General BRADLEY, Colonel MATTHEWS stated that it began by 
referring.to the White House conference and indicating that the information 
hereafter came from an informed source or a source close to the White House* 
He stated it described president TRUMAN as entering the conference room, 
shaking hands with everybody, and making a remark about Florida and his 
suntan* He stated the article quoted the President and indicated that 
the President opposed granting the Communists the right to rebuild air fields 
roads, etc* He believed some remark was made by the President to the effect 
that we should get along with the armistice negotiations* ; • 

Colonel MATTHEWS advised that he knew of the White House conference 
on December IX), in advance, but was not infomed of the topics for discussion 
and had not discussed the conference with General BRADLEY or anyone else* 

He: stated, so far as he knew, no notes or memoranda were made by General 
BRADLEY* Colonel MATTHEWS was able to furnish no individuals as suspects* 
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INT ERV I EW WITH MR. 0IAIT0N FRITCHEY 


Mr. CIAITCN FRITCHEY, Director, Office of Public Information, 
Department of Defense, was 'interviewed at bis office in the Pentagon 
on December if, 1951> *7 Special Agents CARL E. GRAHAM and MAURICE A. ; 
‘TAYLOR.; \/:.v ■ . /. 

Mr. FRITCHEY advised he possessed no information regarding 
the proceedings and discussions of the White House Conference held 
December 10, 1951» and did not know the identities of those in attendance 
Other than from normal conjecture. Mr. FRITCHEY was advised it was under¬ 
stood he possessed some infoxmtion regarding an alleged leak from the 
conference to DREW PEARSON or JACK ANDERSON, his reporter. Mr. FRITCHEY 
stated on the afternoon of Tuesday or Wednesday of last week, at about 
3:00, 4:00 or 5:00, ANDERSON had visited him in his office. On this 
occasion, ANDERSON inquired as to what transpired at the White House 
'Conference, and FRITCHEY said he knew nothing. ANDERSON replied that he 
had a "pretty good fill-in" on the conference, and FRITCHEY gathered 
from ANDERSON's manner that he considered the material authentic, but 
not particularly exciting, and that it had proved to be something of a 
let-down. AHDSRSQH gave FRITCHEY no details of the information in 
ANDERSON'S possession. Mr. FRITCHEY remarked that heknev ANDERS Of rather 
well, but/that ANDERSON does not visit him very often, and added that . 
the reporters, including ANDERSON, know who to see and who is vulnerable. 
Indicating he was not in the latter category. 


At this point, Mr. FRITCHEY stated he was able to place the 
date of ANDERSCN's visit as Tuesday, December 11th, which was the day 
before he had visited DREW PEARSON'S heme for dinner and bridge. He 
mentioned DREW PEARSON does not play bridge personally, but hie wife 
enjoys the game. FRITCHEY stated that in route to PEARSON' s residence. 
he had gone' by the home o f his as sistant. Lieutenant Colonel ] | 

[ and remarked that ! I did not hav e dinner. He explained, 

later in the interview, that Colonel I l and his wife joined the group 

• for bridge after dinner. Dinner guest H includsd P HEW ^par son and wife, 

land his wife, |of Kentucky, 


While at dinner, or possibly Just before dinner began, JACK 
ANDERSON arrived at the PEARSON home, and PEARSON invited FR IT C H E Y into 
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the Ballway or reception room adjoining the living room, where he was , 
shown an article pertaining to the White House Conference* He stated, 
it was typewritten on several pages of yellow paper longer than the 
ordinary letter size, and he gathered it was part of the column. PEARSON 
told FRITCHEY the article contained several items to which General BRADLEY 
or his assistant. Colonel CUPTON, or both, objected, and ANDERSON was 
going to show it to these officers. At PEARSON* s invitation, FRITCHEY read 
the article, which Impressed him as being rather Innocuous and pretty 
tame. FRITCHEY stated, however, it struck him that despite the fact 
the column was not sensational, the fact that it indicated a leak had 
Occurred in such an important conference was significant and important. 

He. stated he did not suggest this to PEARSON, nor did he suggest that PEARSON 
withhold publication of the column. He advised PEARSON did not ask him 
to approve the article or to edit it in any way, and he did not do bo. 

He stated he supposed PEARSON showed him the column to double check the 
story, as this is a normal technique. He remarked that it is well-known 
here that PEARSON has excellent sources,and this sort of thing occurs 
regularly, and he did not feel it would cause any furore. 

Mr. FRITCHEY advised that. ANDERSON then departed, and an hour 
or two later returned, at which time FRITCHEY was playing bridge. . He 
stated he did not see: the column on this second visit of ANDERSONj how¬ 
ever, PEARSON informed him that one of two changes were suggested by 
General BRADIEY, and PEARSON stated that the column would he.changed as 
suggested. FRITCHEY gathered from this that the column would be dispatched, 
and added it was his conclusion that the column had appeared, although, 
perhaps, not in the "Washington Post" as editors oftenvexercise the perogative 
to delete columns or portions of columns, and in seme instances, such 
as with the tabloids, to divide columns and publish them piecemeal in 
different editions. ' - . 


Mr* FRITCHEY advised that shortly before noon on Saturday, 
December 15 th, JACK ANDERSON came to his office on another , unimportant, 
unrelated matter, at which time FRITCHEY twitted ANDERSON for being 
sCooped by ROBERT S. ALIEN, whose column, containing information similar 
to that of ANDERSON, had appeared in the "New York Post" on December 15, 
I 95 I. FRITCHEY advised that ANDERSON expressed surprise, which appeared 
to be genuine. FRITCHEY stated he had learned of the ALIEN column from 
Colonel CLIFTON, and thought he had a copy in his desk box; however, 
he could not locate the copy, and ANDERSON departed, apparently in search 
of a "New York Post" containing the ALIEN column. FRITCHEY stated that, 
on this second visit of ANDERSON, he did not mention the subject of an 













Investigation, nor did FRMCHEY know about the investigation at that ' 
time. FRITCHBY stated that he had first learned of any possible difficulty ,/ 
in connection with the column whileat the home of PESRSON on December 12, 1951* 
He did not know who PEARSON or AHEERSGN blamed for exposing ANDERSON, but 
gathered from Colonel CLIFTON that FRANCIS WHEEEHA.IR had reported the 
matter. He stated he presumed PEARSON knew that ANDERSON had seen FRITCHEY 
on the previous day, and told PRBJCHEY he had a good fill-in on the > • 
conference proceedings. ■ r .-, /{'■■■' - \ • 

/ ! ‘ Mr. FRITCHEY was asked for his recollections of the content 

of the original material, - Which he read at the PEARSON horns on the evening 
of December 12. He stated that he re^ST the article hurriedly, but recalled 
that it quoted General ERADIEY, JCS^OLIdNS and possibly General YANDENEERG, 
although he was not sure about this',' and also contained a quotation . 
from the President. 09 stated it appeared to him that it was pretty 
much a statement of posltlohs taken in the past by these officials* He 
thought the President had been quoted, as saying we should not make con¬ 
cessions which would hurt our positions, and that General COLLINS had 
declared he thought we could hold the present line or our present positions 
whether there was an armistice or not. 

Mr. FRITCHEY examined the "New York Post" column of ROBERT 
AIIEN dated December Jg 1951, which was available at this time, and 
said that the material in this column pretty well paralleled that of 
the -ANDERSON material described above, but could offer no.suggestion in 
this connection. He stated he did not have any idea where PEARSON or 
ANDERSON had obtained the information can which the PEARSON article was 
.based, nor did he have any idea whether PEARSON actually prepared it. 

He stated the same was true with reference to ALLEN, whom he knows, but 
has not seen in several months, the last occasion being when ALLEN 
visited the Pentagon Building to attend a regular montly press conference 
of General GEORGE MARSHALL. In this connection, he mentioned that ALIEN 
has a leg-man, who covers the Pentagon in much the same manner as 
ANDERSON does for PEARSON, but he does not know the name of this reporter.. 

-Mr. FRITCHEY stated he knew no one who attended the conference, who was 
particularly close to PEARSON, nor anyone who had ever furnished any con¬ 
fidential information to PEARSON in the past. As Indicated, he declared 
he did not know with certainty who attended the conference. He stated 
he did not recall any red hot tips,coming out of the Pentagon since, 
the last investigation had been made, concerning PEARSON’s leaks, and 
he thought that PEARSON may have bean frightened somewhat at the time 
of that investigation. He suggested that the type of individual, who 
might furnish information to PEARSON would be one interested in politics. 
and very ambitious, politically or otherwise. 
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Mr* FRITCHEI stated he had known DREW PEARSON for about ten 
years and visits him periodically averaging, perhaps, once a month. 

He did not believe he had seen PEARSON since the visit on December 12, 

1951. y. '■ ••• ^ 

On December 18, 1951, Mr. FRITCHEI was reinterviewed by Agents 
GRAHAM and TAILOR, at which time he was shown the DREW PEARSON column 
dated December ll+th, which appeared in. the “New lork Daily Mirror" of 
December ,15, 1951, and the DREW PEARSON column, which appeared in the * 
"Philadelphia Bulletin" of December l5th. Mr. FRITCHEI examined both 
columns, and stated they are reasonably accurate accounts of the 
material, which ANDERSON had displayed to him on the night of December 12 
at the home of PEARSON. He stated that tabloid papers have a tendency 
to condense and rewrite, and he thought, perhaps, the article in the 
"Bulletin," which is slightly different, from the"Mirror" column, would 
be more likely to be an exact or nearly exact copy as furnished by 
PEARSON. 


evening 

phoned him and invited him to play bridge the night of DecemBer 18^ , 

1951, at the PEARSON residence. Mr. FRITCHEI expressed the thought 
that, perhaps, Mr. PEARSON contemplated making some discreet inquiries 
of him concerning developments growing out of the instant leak. 


As a matter of interest, Mr. FRITCHEI advised that on the 
of December lTth*' Mrs.; KJyiEffl^ffiSbN, wife of DREffi&SARSON, 







DREW PEARSON AND ROBERT S. ALLEN COLUMNS 


* The column under the by-line of DREW PEARSON appearing in the New 
York Daily Mirror for December 15, 1951, reads as follows: 


"Washington, Dec. li*.. — The world sat up over Pres. Truman’s 
publicized meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff when he returned 
from Key West, but it was routine* The highlight was ah assurance, 
from Gen. Omar Bradley that a cease-fire could be worked put in Korea. 


' "The'.-diplomatic and military chiefs were waiting when HST strode 
in, grinning. He shook hands all arpund, said it was • good to be 
back ', asked how they liked his tan. r: 


"He let the joint chiefs do most of the talking, and here is a 
brief account of what happened: 


• "Truman sat back, called for views, and made such comments asi 
•That's a tough one 1 ; / 


"Bradley led with a summary of the Korean situation, reported 
the Reds seemed ready to come to terms, that a cease-fire agreement, 
could be worked out if both sides made concessions. 


; "Gen. Vandenberg, Air Chief, opposed major concessions, was; 
adamant against allowing the Communists to build airfields during 
the cease-fire.- -v 


"Gen., Collins, Army chief, opposed giving in on troop rotation. 
The Chinese propose a freeze on all troops entering Korea, blocking 
replacements for combat veterans.; This would be a blow to morale. 
Collins warned. .- 


. "Silent Admiral . v.■. '1.. ' 

"Collins agreed 'minor concessions' should be made to win Some 
in return. Truman commented that no concessions should be granted 
that we 'would later regret'. . 

/ "Admiral Fechteler made only a half-minute speech, pledged that 
the Navy is prepared to carry out 'any mission any time any place* . 

"For,; the Army, Collins pledged the Army couldn’ t be blasted out 
of Korea, could hold on 'until hell freezes over'. . 
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• "One concession discussed was yielding to the Reds on inspec- .• 

-''>~tidnr<behihd the lines'-have''been holding out for it by U.N.- 

Coimnunist teams, but the Reds want it by 'neutral 1 nations ~ and 
. that meant Poland and Czechoslovakia. Later they agreed to con- ■- 
. sider Denmark, Sweden and Switzerland. These would be acceptable 
to us. Bradley proposed giving ground here and it has been done. 

• ' "The principal theme was that a cease-fire may be close, with 
a settlement within 20 days. Seme details win be left to iron ‘ . 
out later. \. . 

■ "Another matter discussed was the question of withdrawing U.N. 
troops altogether -r after the armistice. The facts regarding this 
must not be published now." ^ • • .. . • 

• Through inquiry at the •Bell Syndicate, Inc., 229 West U3rd Street, . 

New. Tork dity, it'was ascertained that in the original column as dispatched by 
PEARSON to Bell Syndicate there appeared, under the caption "Silent Admiral” 

. the' following:'"V' • •‘■•..V: •.•••' v 

"President TRUMAN*s only comment was that every effort should be' 
made tb reach a cease-fire, but no concessions should be granted.'that we 
■ 'would. laterregret 

On the basis of the .same inquiry it was ascertained that following 
the dispatch Of the original article to Bell Syndicate, PEARSON:requested that 
the above paragraph be changed to read: ^ , 

"President TRUMAN commented that no concessions should be granted 
that wS would later regret." ' A';• 

; , It was further determined from the Bell Syndicate that in the original . 

dispatch sigaed by DREW PEARSON the following was contained: . 

• "The chief theme of the meeting was that a cease-fire agreement may 
be .close at hand; All. signs point to a settlement within the next 20 days* 

Though some details will be left to iron out after the December 27 deadline, 
wS are. sure to grant a short extension, to clean them up." , - • • 

Subsequent to the filing Of the original dispatch and before publication, 
.PEARSON requested that the: last, sentence,of the above paragraph be changed to 
read: "Somedetails will be left to iron out after the December 2? deadline.." 

In making the request, for this change PEARSON.stated in addition, "Inother words, 
omit the word |though* and the wordsJwe are sure to grant a short extension to 1 
.clean them up' ♦" . ' . . /' 







The NewiYork Post..for December 13>. l?5l,.in its "Blue Final” edition 
attributed 'the following column to ROBERT S’. ALLEN: 

•fWAshingibn, Dec. 13* - The U;N . can have a cease-fire in Korea, , 
but at thd/cost, of important concessions to the Reds. 

:^That>s;what the Joint Chiefs told the President in their big, 
conference, with him after his return. Gen. Bradley declared the . 
protracted'■:$^^' < 'negotiatipns'I^ye'reached.the point 'where a few 
concessions .pn both. sid^ could bring an agreement if .the Communists 
,really want one'. .\% .. v;-' ; :v /.-■ V.•, 

; P'What^do't^ asked the President. 'The deadlock gets 

down td this^.' 1 explained Bradley. .'We are demanding the right to 
continue to rptabe,bur.'.'troops as we have been doing for months. The 
Reds are flatly ref Using to allow that.: They are insisting on a / 
Complete freeee on replacements, and weapons. But they-have indicated 
they , would stake concessions on that if we will allow them to build 
some airfields in North Korea* We have refused to do that. Obviously, 
they are using the rotation issue to try to wrest concessions, from us 
on the airfield: demand.' 

"Gen. Hoyt Vandehberg vigorously opposed giving any ground oh 

•tj»at«r r -' : -V .^^i ... • 

. . ^M want’a cease-fire, if ope can be worked out that is fair and 
properj ,• declared "toe Air Chief of Staff♦ 'But I don't see how we. 
can safely do anything tbft will enable the Reds to build up their 
air strength. That is what permitting them to build airfields will 
amount tov Such bases ~in > North Korea will be of great combat value 
to them, if they decide to break the‘ti*uce next spring, which I wouldn't 
put,past thou.': . ■.. / V .' 

"Gen. J.. LdWton Collins was inclined to favor some terms on the 
airfield dispute; He thought something could be worked out on that. 

But the Army Chief of Staff was adamant ; in insisting the Communists 
be required to agree to rotation of U.N. troops. 

"'That would be a serious blow to tee morale oi our men,' Collins 
argued.? 'I am strongly opposed to any concession on that. It is an 
unfair demand, ahd.tee only reason the Reds are making it is to try to 
force us to give in on airfields*' 
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"•'•Our Army can hold the present line until hell freezes over, and 
;i am flatly opposed to giving the slightest ground on the replacement. 
issue. The Reds would have the same right as us on that, and I don't 
see why they should object to it, except for trading purposes.’ /•■*•//•: 

"Bradley agreed with Collins, but emphasized the importance of 
; v ' not allowing the Communists to build up a powerful Air Force. • 

"President Truman listened intently to the military leaders and 
• 4 ' '.'.said nothing until they finished. Then he told them - 

"'As you know I am very anxious to bring the fighting to an end 
if that is possible. But I will not agree to concessions to the Commu¬ 
nists that we may regTet later on. We want to be very careful that 
'■'v Vwerdo hot sell ourselves short in our eagerness to secure a truce for . 
•• .ouT men.' . •" ' ‘ 

"Also discussed was the question of building up the South Korean 
. V. ‘ " Army, as this column has. reported was proposed by General Ridgway,'" • 

Through the Post Hall Syndicate, inq;, 295 Madison Avenue, New York 
City, it was ascertained that the mimeographed copy of the quoted ALLEN article 
reflected that the article, as filed by ALLEN, also included the following: 

• ‘ • "He wants to increase the ROK divisions from 11 to 20. No 

decision was reached on the matter, but President Truman strongly 
*v approved the plan. 'I am for prompt action on that,' he said. ‘ 

'It seems to me a very sound thing to do,.' Similarly, the President 
approved'moving to Korea one of the two National Guard divisions 
>; now in Japan. This has been suggested by Ridgway in order , to per- 

? mit the transfer of one of the battle-experienced divisions in Korea 

to Europe/, General Eisenhower has requested that." 

The original dispatch filed by PEARSON with Bell Syndicate In- ' 
cqrporated was received by wire at approximately I 4 . P.M. on December 11, 1951* 
The change in the PEARSON column was received at Bell Syndicate from PEARSON 
‘by wire on December 12,l95l« The dispatch from ROBERT S. ALLEN to the Post 
Hall’Syndicate Incorporated was received by them by mail on December 11, 

1951 # v ; ' ■ . 










MEWS DISPATCHES . > . v _ 

In order to show what details of the President's conference of 
December 10, 1951, were reported in, general news dispatches, the items appear 
ing in several publications were examined, and the following quotations there 
from are set forth as being of possible interest to this investigation. 


WASHINGTON STAR, December 10, 1951, 
by JOSEPH JKfFOX '•'v/rV,.-* 


.< "Korea was among the subjects discussed but the meeting was not 
(confined to that subject." (Mr. JOSEPH SHORT). 

; ." i... ..officials bere indicated that he (the President) wanted a. 

, detailed first-hand account of recent developments in Korea with full 
reports bn possible new moves in the armistice talks." •.' 7 . 

"The. deadline for the Korean truce negotiations is December 27 •" 

"Mr. Short said that the meeting took up European affairs....." 

"President Truman also said yesterdsy that one of the reasons 
for his return was to talk'with people recently in Europe." 

NEWSWEEK, December 17, 1951. .. .. ■ 

National Affairs' “ r_ 

"The actual situation: General Matthew B. Ridgway wanted in- . 
struetions about what kind of truce Conditions he could make, particu¬ 
larly concerning exchange of prisoners and inspection." 


WASHINGTON TIMES HERALD, 
Evening Edition " 


December 10, 1951. 


"One of the matters presumably discussed was what course the 
United States should follow if the present Korean truce failed to 
produce a complete armistice by December 27, the deadline set by r 
truce negotiators....." (Associated Press) 








9 *. 
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NEW. YORK/TIMES, December 11, 1951, 

by W. H4^flWRENCB ~ ,\ 

"There was' said to’ be a strong belief that the Chinese and North 
Korean Communists ;had’concluded that it was militarily impossible to 
expel United Nation forces from Korea and now really wanted a cessation . 

■ of the fighting there..• .• • •’"/ ' 

"Ih quarters that have followed closely the long drawn-out nego¬ 
tiations . V? • there was speculation that a compromise might be near on 
the controversial inspection-enforcement issue) which has deadlocked 
the truce talks since November 27v**»» n . ' .V 

••Few believed that all the odds and. ends of an armistice could be 
bargained out and agreed to by December 2?, the present deadline for 
the negotiators to reach couplets agreement on an armistice 

"There seemed general; agreement that the United Nations policy¬ 
makers would not oppose a further extension of this time limit* now 
only seventeen days off, if the present battlefront lull continued." 

"In the cautiously optimistic reports of a possible Korean cease¬ 
fire in the not distant future; which followed in the wake of this 

* session* the talk of compromise oh the controverted inspection- 
enforcement issue centered on elaboration of a Communist proposal•••.• 

At that time the Communists suggested Poland and Czechoslovakia, both 

• members of the Soviet blpc, as two * neutral' nations qualified tb * 
supervise enforceiirent of an armistice..... At the same session, however, 
the Communist negotiators conceded, in response to Allied questioning, 
that, they would also consider Switzerland, Sweden and Denmark as, . 

neutral'nations qualified to supervise the behind-the-lines inspection....." 
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INTERVIEW-WITH ADMIRAL ROBERT L. BENNtSON 


AdmiralDENNISONwas interviewed at his residence on December 17, 
1951, by Inspector. CARL E. HENNRICH and SA KENNETH T. DELAVIGNE. He advised 
that in pursuance of the decision of the President to have the December 10, 
1951, meeting, he telephonically advised Admir a^lLACO R of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, of the fact the meeting was to be heia^anST furnished similar ad¬ 
vice to Mr* WEBB of the Department of State, and informed he made both of 
these telephonic contacts on December 8, 1951, from Key West* 

With reference to the question as to whether an agenda had been 
prepared and distributed to those who attended the meeting. Admiral DENNISON 
advised that hone had been prepared* He said that in a general way those 
who attended the" conference would know of problems which had arisen regarding 
world affairs and would certainly be prepared to present the views of the 
particular department involved in a conference of this type* He said that 
the persons he had called would be aware of the fact that certain questions 
regarding cease fire negotiations would come up at the conference by reason 
of a preyipus/exchange of radio messages referring to unresolved questions* 

Admiral DENNISON stated that at the time the conference broke up 
no particular group was observed by him t6 be gathered in any sort of a 
discussion to the extent that such a fact was brought to his attention* He 
advised he recalled that the President desired to see Mr* WEBB following the 
conference and it is his recollection that at the end of the conference* Mr* 
WEBB went to the office of the President* When WEBB left the Cabinet Room, 
he left by a door which would take him out to the corridor where the press 
would be aware of the fact that be had gone to the President's office* The 
remainder of the persons attending the conference left through another door 
and the press would not’ necessarily be aware of their specific presence at 
the time*Admiral• DENNISON advised that he does not recall that anyone 
arrived at the, conference following the arrival of the President. He like- 
tiise is unable to recall that anyone left before the end of the conference 
and did not recall any Secretaries or other persons having occasion to enter the 
conference room during its progress* He stated that he took no material to 
the conference, took no notes whatever and informed that he recalled seeing 
no one take notes with the exception of Mr* JAMES L&Y, who took notes for 
thePresident* , ' V. ■ 
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: Admiral DENNISON advised that upon the conclusion of the conference, 

in view of the interest of the press,in the meeting, he instructed Mr. JOSEPH 
SHORT of the White House staff to advise the press that at the meeting the 
President had discussed world affairs and.no policy decisions had been reached* 
DENNISON stated he might not have used these exact words, but the words do 
reflect the sense of what he told SHORT. He stated he did not furnish Mr* 

SHORT any further information as to what had transpired at the conference. 

This statement was made after conferring with Admiral SOUERS. He was advised 
it has been indicated that SHORT had stated to the press that Korea had been 
dismissed at the meeting,. He said SHORT may have made such a statement, but 
he'does riot recall authorizing him to so state* 

Admiral DENNISON was requested to furnish the identity of all 
individuals with whom he had discussed the conference. He replied he had 
discussed the conference with no individual who had not attended it. He 
further advised he has made no written record of any type pertaining to any 
matter under discussion at this conference* He stated he does not know DREW 
PEARSON, does not know JACK ANDERSON and does not know ROBERT ALLEN. . He ad¬ 
vised he has. not had contact with any of these individuals or any employees 
or representatives or associates of these persons in any way concerning the 
subject matter of this investigation* He does not know whether anyone who 
would have any connection with these persons, was present at the White House 
on December 10* . ' ? ■■ 

Admiral DENNISON read the column under the by-line of DREW PEARSON 
appearing in the New York Daily Mirror for December 15, 1951, and furnished 
his comments concerning the relative points of accuracy and inaccuracy as 
appearing in the article. He advised that the statement concerning the fact 
that the diplomatic and military chiefs were waiting when the President walked 
into the conference room, is obviously correct* He advised that the statement 
that the President shook hands all around is true and that in fact the Presi¬ 
dent to the best of his recollection, shook hands with all individuals in ■ 
the Cabinet Room* Concerning the mention appearing in the PEARSON article 
of the President's tan, he stated he doubts that this is true and informed he 
is unable to recall any comment concerning whether the President had a suntan* 
With regard to the statement that the President permitted the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to do most of the talking, he stated he believes this is accurate. 

In the same regard, he advised with respect to the comment attributed to the 
President "that's a tough one," that while the President probably did not 
use these exact words, he might from time to time have made comments identical 
in sense. ' . ... ...' 
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Admiral’‘DENNISON advised the statement that General BRADLEI led 
with a s ummar y of the Korean situation is accurate and informed that in . 
fact General BRADLEI did so'at the direction of the President/and spent 
perhaps as much as eight minutesincpvering the Korean military situation,', 
including in his briefing,-the use;of maps prepared for this purpose* He 
stated he is reasonably certain General BRADLEI did not, as reported in 
the PEARSON column, say the Reds seem ready to come to terms, but believed 
that from the-summary furnished, by General BRADIEI it could be accurately ' 
concluded he did state' a cease fire agreement could be worked out if both 
sides made concessions* inexplaining this, he advised he does not recall 
General BRADLEI actually making such a statement, but informed that a 
conclusion based on. what he did state to this effect would not be erroneous* 

With’ regard to the comments attributed to General VANBENBERG in 
the PEARSQN article. Admiral DENNISON advised he could not recall General 
VANDENBERG commented particularly on the subject matter of major concessions* 

In connection with the, statement attributed to General COLLINS 
concerning the opposition to making concessions in connection with the rota¬ 
tion of troops. Admiral DENNISON advised he saw no particular reason to 
attribute this comment specifically to COLLINS, adding that COLLINS did not 
take.any Stronger position in this regard than anyone else at the conference* 
He;stated the statement does accurately reflect the view held by many 
individuals* He did state General COLLINS did comment on the matter of 
troop rotation. He commented particularly that the wording of this portion 
of the PEARSON article in his opinion implies that some individuals at the 
conference favored the making of concessions with respect to this point 
and he stated such was not the case. Still in connection with the statement 
attributed to General COLLINS, Admiral DENNISON informed he could not recall 
COLLINS making the comment that we should make minor concessions in order 
to receive the same* In the same regard in connection with the comment 
attributed to the President, to the effect no concessions should be granted ; 
that we would later regret. Admiral DENNISON advised the President did make 
a statement to this effect but not necessarily in the same words* 

Relating to.the comment concerning Admiral FECHTELER, he stated 
FECHTELER did speak very briefly, but he cannot recall that he made the 
"any mission any time any place" statement and informed that according to 
his recollection, such a statement does not appear at all to fit in with 
what the Admiral was actually talking about* 

With respect to the "until hell freezes over" statement attributed 
to General COLLINS, Admiral DENNISON stated he does not feel that.General 
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COLLINS would have used this language at this conference, but informed that 
at the conference COLLINS expressed an optimistic attitude as to the ability 
of the UN forces to stay in Korea and to the best of DENNISON'S recollection, 
put some sort of a time limit on the ability of these forces to stay in 
Korea* . •• /'- v ’•••:• . • 

Admiral DENNISON, commenting in connection with the section of the 
PEARSON article dealing with inspection behind the lines, advised he cannot 
recall that General BRADLEY offered the proposal attributed to him in the 
article, nor can he recall specific mention in the conference of the countries 
mentioned in the article* -• • 

Admiral DENNISON stated the conclusion in the PEARSON article, 
that the principal theme was that a cease fire may be close, with the 
settlement within twenty days, is an inaccurate statement and commented 
similarly concerning the statement there was discussed the question of 
withdrawing U*N* troops altogether after the. signing of an armistice* 

• • Admiral DENNISON advised that to the best of his recollection, 
there was no discussion concerning the December 27th cease fire extension* 
(This relates to an item which JACK ANDERSON agreed to delete from the column 
after he discussed it with General BRADLEY and attributes the particular 
statement to the President*) , • ' , 

Admiral DENNISON likewise read the article attributed to ROBERT S. 
ALLEN, as appearing in the New York Post for December 13, 1951* He stated 
the statement that the Joint Chiefs told the President the U*N* could have 
a cease fire in Korea at the cost of important concessions, is inaccurate 
and no such statement to his knowledge has been made by the Joint Chiefs* 

He advised General BRADLEY did not use the words attributed L to the effect 
that a few concessions on both sides could bring an agreement if the - 
Communists really want one, but did advise that, during his comments, BRADLEY 
undoubtedly made statements from which such a conclusion could be inferred* 
With further regard to the statement attributed to General BRADLEY,. Admiral 
DENNISON advised he would describe this portion of the article as generally 
accurate as to the sense of what was actually, said by General BRADLEY* He 
added that he cannot, of course, say that these were the exact words used 
by General BRADLEY* • 

Admiral DENNISON commented on the statements attributed to 
General VANDENBERG by advising he could not recall General VANDENBERG 
stating to the effect he desired a cease fire* He believed the General had 
made a statement with respect to the potentialities involved in the build 
up of Red air strength* He stated he. did not recall the General using 
the words "which I wouldn't put past them*f 










Concerning the comments attributed to General COLLINS, Admiral 
DENNISON felt that a reading of the ALLEN article would suggest that the 
matter of rotation of troops was in dispute and informed that such was not 
the case. He stated he does not believe that General COLLINS said "it is 
an unfair demand, and the only reason the Reds are making it is to try to 
force us to give in on air fields," He stated that the comment attributed 
to COLLINS concerning $he ability of the U.N. armies to hold in Korea is 
essentially correct. He informed that the ALLEN article is accurate in 
indicating the opposition of the President to the agreement on a com¬ 
plete freeze with r«espect to replacements and weapons. 

Admiral,DENNISON commented with respect to the statements 
attributed to and comments made concerning the President, and advised that 
the President did not, as commented in the article, listen intently to the 
Joint Chiefs arid then make a final statement, but during the conference 
did, in at least a general way, express the views attributed to him. 


; r In summarizing his views concerning both the PEARSON and ALLEN 

articles. Admiral DENNISON informed hie felt it is. likely both columns were 


prepared from the same basic material. He commented that it appears some¬ 
what strange that practically no mention was made of the European situation, 
whereas in fact more than one half of the time of the conference was expended 
in .a discussion of the European situation. He advised that in his opinion, 
it appears quite unlikely; that either article could have been written by 
an individual who did riot have at least limited access to the agenda of the 
conference. He described the two articles as relatively accurate as to the 
subject matters under discussion, to the extent to which they were reported 
in the columns, but as inaccurate in attributing the views indicated to the 
persons mentioned in the articles. He commented without attaching any 
significance to this fact, that both articles purported to mention only the 
views of armed forces:personnel, including the President, arid failed to 
mention the views of civilian persons in attendance, some of whom had very 


definite views and expressed; them.' 



- Admiral DENNISON observed that he was unable to see from a perusal 

of the PEARSON and AIJUEN columns why anyone from the conference would dis¬ 
close information for the press. He particularly stated he saw no interest 
to be served on behalf of any agencies represented. He commented that there 
was a remarkable degree of agreement on the part of all present concerning 
the items described and advised that such disagreement that did exist was 
primarily with respect to details or timing rather than substance; Admiral 
DENNISON was requested .t'o'f1n*nish any"information in his possession which 


would reflect upon the question at issue namely. 


who of those attending 









t 
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the conference may have furnished information, to the press or who may . have 
been responsible for information getting to the press* DENNISON stated 
that he had absolutely no facts upon which to base any opinion as to who 
mi ght have been responsible for any . information being furnished to the press* 
He did state that because of his intimate knowledge of certain individuals, 
he would state that it would be, in his opinion, psychologically impossible 
for them to be responsible. Da this group, he placed the following: 

The President, General BRADLEY, JAMES LAI, Admiral SOUERS, 
Secretary LOVETT, Admiral FECHTBLER, General LANDRY, General VAUGHAN, and 
H. FREEMAN MATTHEWS. . 

DENNISON specifically pointed out that there should be no inference 
that others might be suspected by him, informing that his degree of associa¬ 
tion with the remaining individuals has been less extensive* 

Admiral DENNISON, after receiving the approval of the President, 
reviewed for the benefit of the interviewing agents, on December 20, 1951, 
the notes which had been made at the December 10 conference by Mr* JAMES 
LAI* In conducting this review and analysis. Admiral DENNISON discussed 
the various points of accuracy and inaccuracy of the material appearing 
in the PEARSON and ALLEN columns, a substantial portion of which he had 
already commented on in the interview conducted on December 18* He in¬ 
formed upon the completion of the review of the notes, that this,review 
had served more definitely to confirm his previously expressed opinion that 
both the PEARSON and ALLEN articles were written by an individual who had 
had access in some form to at least a limited account of the conference* 
Admiral DENNISON in commenting on the relation of the columns to the con¬ 
ference notes, pointed out that certain matters actually covered at the 
conference of particular security significance, were not covered in either 
of the columns. 
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: IWTERVIElff WITH- GENERAL HARRY H. VAUGHAN 


General VAUGHAN was interviewed December 15, 195l> at his 
residence by Special Agents THOMAS J* JENKINS and KENNETH T. DELAVIGNE. 

General VAUGHAN advised that he had attended the conference 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the Cabinet Room of the White House 
on December 10, 1951* General VAUGHAN stated he had made no prepara¬ 
tions for the conference and had taken, no notes while at the conference* 
He stated he observed that JAMES LAY had taken notes at the conference, 
but he was unable to say whether Mr* LAY's notes were voluminous or 
not* He stated that he had hot prepared any memoranda on the conference 
and that he had not discussed it with anyone with the exception of 
General LANDRY, at which time he remarked to General LANDRY the wide 
difference of opinion of General VANDENBERG and General COLLINS with 
respect to the withdrawal of our troops in Korea in the event of a 
• cease fire order. V' • '■ 

He stated after the President left the room he, VAUGHAN, 
immediately started for Ms own office and outside of the Cabinet 
Room he stopped for a moment, and kidded Mr* WEBB about a red tie he 
was wearing, and that, thereafter, he went directly to his own 
office,' .• V - 

The article appearing in the "New York Post ’Blue Final 1 " 
edition for December 13, 195l» under the by-line of ROBERT 5. ALLEN, 
was read to General VAUGHAN* He was asked to comment as to whether 
this column accurately reflected the statements or views expressed at 
the conference by the individuals mentioned, • 

>VV 4 'v. General VAUGHAN stated the material appearing in the article 
was substantially that which transpired at the conference. He stated 
he could not, of course, recall the exact Verbiage of the various 
speakers at the conference, but the theme set forth in the article was 
substantially the same, and the statements attributed to ; the various 
individuals attending the conference were substantially the .statements 
made by these individuals at the conference, . ‘ 












: v-vr; .. . ■ ■ ... ; • v v ' ’. 

k : General VAUGHAN stated it was remotely possible, in his opinion, 

^’’■7': that a person not in attendance at the conference could have prepared the 
is* ’ article, but he thought it was miraculous if this was done in the absence of 
.;. ; : actual attendance or access to ah oral or written account of the proceedings. 
General VAUGHAN pointed out the person preparing the ALIEN article could have 
discussed the Conference with someone, who had talked to a person attending 
^ the conference and who had possibly, divulged what transpired at the conference 

with no intention of divulging these matters. In explaining this. General 
VAUGHAN stated it was possible some person attending the conference may have 
. , discussed what transpired at the conference with one of his subordinates and 
.the subordinate was responsible for the leak. ■ 

..... General VAUGHAN stated the portion of the article attributed to 

■ ■ the. President was "pretty near oh the nose", and that this could not have 
been gotten out. of thin air. He pointed out General BRADLEY, at the con- . 
ference, had mentioned the building up of the forces of the South Koreans, 

, and stated it would be some months before those forces would be self-sufficient. 

.'■v;’ '/-' .. General VAUGHAN stated that during his years of experience at the 

White House, he had found the security of the State Department was hot good, 

. mainly because of their peculiar administrative set-up and described it as 
not as effective as the security maintained in other Government agencies. He 
explained this by saying that perhaps due to their administrative set-up, 
matters of highly confidential nature are filtered down within the State De- 
partraent from high level to lower level subordinates. He stated he felt it 
was, undoubtedly, due to this filtering process in the State Department that 
the Department had been responsible on many occasions in the past for the un¬ 
timely or premature release of.confidential matters. General VAUGHAN speci¬ 
fically pointed out he was in no way stating the State Department or any 
-member of that Department was responsible for the leak involved in this in¬ 
quiry. He did state that if he had to give a quick answer as to the source 
of this leak, he would say the State Department* He stated he could not con¬ 
ceive of the leak emanating from the White House. He stated he had the highest 
regard for the White House Staff, and he knew of no one on the staff whose. 
activities gave him any cause for suspicion. V' 

General VAUGHAN stated he is of the opinion that, if the leak oc¬ 
curred through an individual in the military establishment, it would not be 
an accidental divulgence but rather a deliberate divulgence, and he contrasted 
this type of divulgence to that which he had offerred in connection with, the 
State Department. ' . ■ ' , 

General VAUGHAN stated in his opinion, this would be true of a . 
military establishment because it is his belief that DREW PEARSON has on his - 
payroll atleast one individual highly placed in each of the three establish¬ 
ments who serves as an informant for him. He stated he bases this on the 
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many articles which have been written by PEARSON on confidential military and 
... political matters in the past which certainly, in his opinion, could only 

have come from the military establishments injplved. In this connection, •/ 

y General VAUGHAN pointed outthat when LOUIS^uOHNSON wa3 Secretary of Defense . 

■ : • he' knew Mr. JOHNS® was a close friend of tiiEW PEARSON, andPEARSON visited . 
Mr*'JOHNSON in his office about twice a week, and that TRISTCOFFIN, a leg-man 
... -for-PEARSON, was in Mr. JOHNSON'S office almost every day/’ He stated it was 
his opinion that JOHNSON was PEARSON'S pipeline to the Department of Defense. 

With respect to DREW PEARSON, General VAUGHAN pointed out he was 
. naturally prejudiced to PEARSON because of the continued. Unjustified criti- 
cisro he had received from PEARS® in his newspaper articles. General VAUGHAN 
' was asked when he had last seen PEARSON or any of his employees. General 
. " VAUGHAN stated that he had first met PEARSON about two months ago at a dinner 

^ X. in the Carlton Hotel when he was introduced to him in the lobby by Commissioner 
. F. JOSEPH DONAHUE of the District of Columbia, at which time he merely ac¬ 
knowledged the introduction. He said he had hot seen or talked to PEARSON or 
y v any of his employees since the conference occurred on December 10, 1951. 

During the interview with General VAUGHAN, with relation to DRW 
/ PEARSON, he advised in the past he had become acquainted with other leg-men 
working for PEARSON but had had no contact with any of these individuals with 
relation to the conference on December 10> 1951. • • 

General VAUGHAN was asked if he khew: JACK ANDERSON . He stated that 
he did know him and that he believed the last time he saw ANDERSON or spoke 
to him was at the Argentina Embassy, he believed in about 19h8, when he (VAUGHAN) 
. received;a decoration from the Argentina Government, pointing out that ANDERSON 
. ; Was present at the'ceremony as PEARS®'s "inside man". , 

' General VAUGHAN was asked to furnish, .on the basis of his long ex- „ 

• perience in the. White House and Association and contact with the personnel at¬ 
tending various Presidential conferences of the type involved, any suspicions, 
or suggestions which, in his opinion, might be of any possible aid to the FBI 
in carrying out the instructions of the President that the source of the leak 
in this matter be identified. He replied that the information attributed to 
. him hereinbefore constitutes all that he is able to offer. •„ 










INTERVIEW WITH GENERAL ROBERT LANDRY 

General ROBERT LANDRY, Air Force Aide to the President, was 
interviewed by Special Agents THOMAS J. JENKINS and KENNETH T. DELAVIGNE 
in his office at the White House oh December 14, 1951* General LANDRY 
advised that he had attended a .meeting of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with 
the President on December 10, 1951, in the Cabinet Room at the White 
House* 

General LANDRY stated he made no notes at the conference, nor 
did he recall seeing anyone else making any notes* He stated he. had 
not been briefed on the agenda for the conference and that no printed 
agenda was prepared* He stated as soon as the conference was over, he 
/himself did not stop to talk to anyone but started towards his Own 
- office and while einjeute, he stopped in the office of Mr* MTO^SdNNELLY 
and that Mr* JOE^SfiORT and Admiral DENNISON Were there and Mr* SHORT 
asked General LANDRY if the President had designated someone to see 
’ SHORT about giving out a press release* General LANDRY stated that he 
told SHORT, "No", and suggested that he see Mr* LOVETT or the President* 

General LANDRY stated.at no time has he prepared a memorandum 
concerning what transpired at the conference nor has he seen any memoranda 
prepared by anyone else* He further stated he has not heard of any 
t memoranda being prepared on this conference* General LANDRY stated he 
had not discussed this conference with anyone other than the President. ' 

General LANDRY stated he did not know JACK ANDERSON and that 
he had never met DREW PEARSON and that to his knowledge, he knows no one 
in the employment of DREW PEARSON. He stated,,of course, he knows of 
DREW PEARSON and knows him when he sees him* He stated he has not talked 
to him on the telephone and that he did not see him in the White. House at 
the time of the conference* He stated the last time he saw PEARSON was 
about a year ago. 

General LANDRY was asked if he had any suspicions about anyone 
who would have had any connection with, the alleged leak of information 
of what transpired at the conference■and he replied in the negative, 
and stated he was unable to furnish any information, whatsoever, in this 
regard. 






Admiral .SIDNEY W. SOOTRS was interviewed on December 19, 1951, 
by Inspector CARL E.' HENNRICH and Special Agent KENNETH T. DELAYIGNE.. 

At the beginning of the interview. Admiral SOUERS indicated that he was. 
already aware of the fact that the. President had requested the Federal . .. 
Bureau of Investigation to endeavor to identify the reported leak involved 
: in this matter.,.. v.'. V: 

Admiral SOUERS advised during the conference he made no notes 
and subsequent to the conference did not dictate or record in any form 
any of the matters discussed at the Conference* He likewise advised he 
has not discussed the matters considered at the conference with anyone* 

He advised that he did not know positively that the meeting was to be 
held until the morning of - the meeting. 

He advised, to the best of his recollection, that he received 
a telephone caLldurix^ the evening of December 8, 195>i.» from a JERRY 
i^EEj. of the New York News, who called him in relation to the rumored 
^return of the Presidenttb Washington, He advised that he furnished 
GREEN no information arid recalled that following the conclusion of the 
conference on December iO, 1951* GREEN again called him and wanted to 
know what had happened, to which Admiral SOUERS responded, he Could not 
furnish him any information whatsoever. . . 

Admiral SOUERS advised that he- did not know of the meeting in 
advance, nor the specific matters which would be discussed. He advised, 
however, that due to his knowledge of current conditions and his position 
that he could, surmise as to the matters which would be on the agenda. 

In this regard, he commented that newspaper reporters and Journalists 
, possessing an awareness of political conditions and particularly with 
regard to the existing situation in Korea, and having knowledge, of the. 
fact a meeting was to be held, .could likewise engage in speculation as 
to the matters which would be discussed at such a meeting and do so with 
a relatively fair-degree of accuracy. 

Admiral SOUERS advised that upon the termination of the conference 
and acting oh instructions received by him, he and Admiral DENNISON. in¬ 
structed Mr. SHORT, with respect to the making of a press release, that 
the reporters should be told the President discussed world affairs and 
no decisions on policy were reached. . r: 
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Admiral SOUERS read the article by DREW PEARSON which appeared 
in the "New York Mirror' 1 , on December l5 , 15*51, and the article prepared 
by ROBERT S. ALLEN appearing in the "New York Post” on December .13, 1951* ' ; • 

, In commenting on these columns. Admiral SOUERS advised that in his opinion / v 
; both represented poor reporting* In explanation of this, he pointed out 

that according to his tinderstanding of the matters actually discussed at ^ 

the conference, four key points were involved* He stated that none of 
. ■ ' the key points is covered in either of the newspaper articles in question* 

He advised that both articles,rather accurately reflect the atmosphere 
which prevailed at the conference* He did comment that it is his belief ■ . 

. 7'; that a considerable portion of the views expressed in the two, articles 
had already appeared in some form or other in the press prior to the 
conference* In support of his statement that the two columns are con¬ 
siderably inaccurate, he stated that..to the best of his recollection 
General VANDENBERG did not express opposition to major concessions* Along 
the same line, he advised that the comment appearing in the PEARSON column 
• with respect to Admiral FECHTEIER is not only inaccurate but fails to ... 
make reference to an extremely important position expressed by FECHTELER 
at the conference. He stated that he is reasonably certain that General! 
COLLINS did not make the statement, "until Hell freezes overt,=and with 
7 ( - further regard to the columns, advised that the articles did not set 
forth an extremely important comment made by COLLINS at the meeting, 
the,publication of which Would have been of widespread interest* He. 
stated it was particularly significant to note that whereas considerable , 
discussion was held at the conference with relation to the European situa¬ 
tion, neither vcolumn commented in this regard. He stated that the portion 
of the PEARSON article relating-to yielding to the Reds on inspection 
behind the lines is untrue since this discussion Was not engaged in at 
this conference, to the best of his recollection* . . .. 

, '•</" .7 Admiral SOUERS commented that there is nothing unusual about the 

-■ fact that the President shook hands with those gathered at the conference, 

;-. 7 . since it is frequently his habit to do so at meetings of this nature* 

With further relation to the PEARSON article. Admiral SOUERS com- 
' mented that in his opinion the statement that the "principal theme was that 
a cease-fire may be close * * * * •" was inaccurate* On the other hand, in 
commenting as to the last paragraph of the PEARSON article pertaining to the = 
discussion of the withdrawal.of U*N*.troops, he advised in his opinion the 
inclusion of this statement in the PEARSON article definitely lends some 
credence to the viewpoint that :at least some of the information reflected in 
the article was obtained from a person having knowledge of the conference* 
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‘In analysing the quality of the information contained in the 

columns. Admiral SOUERS advised that it appeared to him the major portion 
of the two articles could have been -written by an individual sufficiently 
knowledgeable as to international affairs, who had at least some degree of 
access to what was actually covered at the conference* In the same regard, 
- he advised it appeared to him from a study of the two columns that the in- 
1 formation perhaps was made available through a subordinate of an individual 
who attended the conference. ... • , 

■ Admiral SOUERS was asked as to whether he recalled, any mention at 

c the conference by the President as to possible extension of the December 2? 
cease-fire deadline* He stated he did not recall this* 

Admiral SOUERS advised that he was unable to furnish any specific 
suggestion that he felt would assist the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
in carrying out the request of. the President. ^ . 
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INTERVIEW WITH SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. FRANK C. PAGE 

Secretary PACE was interviewed on December 1 $, 195l> 
in Ms office by Special Agents THOMAS J. JENKINS and KENNETH 
T. DELAVIGNE. 

Mr. PACE advised that he had attended the conference 
at the Cabinet Room of the White House on December 10, 1951* 

Mr. PACE stated he had not been briefed on what was 
to be discussed at the conference, but he had taken no notes 
at the conference and had not noticed anyone else at the con¬ 
ference taking notes. Mr. PACE stated since the conference he 
had prepared no memoranda, nor had he seen any memoranda pre¬ 
pared by anyone else pertaining to the conference, and, likewise, 
advised that he has discussed the conference with no one, with 
the exception of Mr. LOVETT, Secretary of Defense, and Mr. 
FINLETTER. He pointed out that he does not specifically recall 
discussing the conference with Mr. LOVETT or Mr. FINLETTER, but 
since the three of them returned to the Pentagon from the WMte 
House in Mr. LOVETT'S car, immediately after the conference, it 
is quite possible that the three of them did discuss or at least 
mention certain items which had been brought up at the con¬ 
ference. 

The article attributed to ROBERT S. ALLEN, as published 
by the "New York Post ‘Blue Final 1 " edition of December 13, 1951, 
was read to Secretary PACE. Secretary PACE was asked if the 
material appearing in the article was discussed at the meeting, 
and he replied in the affirmative. He pointed out that he could 
not recall the exact verbiage used by the various individuals at 
the conference, but that the material appearing in the article 
reported substantially the views of the individuals mentioned 
as expressed at this conference. 

Secretary PACE was asked if, in Ms opiMon, the ALLEN 
article could have been prepared by anyone who had not been in 
actual attendance at the conference or had had access to a sub¬ 
stantially complete and accurate written or oral report of the 
conference. He replied that it was witMn the realm of possi¬ 
bility, but during his discussion of this point, indicated Ms 
view that the article could not have been written without aid 
of some type. 
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He pointed out, however, with respect to the views 
of General COLLINS as reported in the article, that these were 
substantially General COLLINS’ views, but that he was positive 
that the verbiage used in the article was not accurate, parti¬ 
cularly where General COLLINS is quoted as having said "until 
hell freezes over"• He stated that he knows that General COLLINS 
did not say that* Secretary PACE stated that he is not certain 
that General COLLINS, at the conference. Made as complete a 
statement of his views as i£ reported in the ALLEN article, and 
doubts that COLLINS did do so. 

Secretary PACE, with respect to the statements attri¬ 
buted in the ALLEN article to General BRADLEY, advised it is his 
recollection that, during the conference. General BRADLEY did 
comment on airfields in North Korea and rotation of troops* 
Secretary PACE stated that he can’t recall that General BRADLEY 
tied these two items together in making his comments at the 
conference. He stated that he cannot recall whether, at the 
conference. General BRADLEY agreed with General COLLINS or not. 

With respect to the remarks made by the President, as quoted in 
the Allen article, he stated that this was substantially what 
the President said at the conference, although he could not 
recall the President’s exact words* He stated that, with respect 
to the build-up of the South Korean Army, this matter was discussed 
by himself at the conference* 

Secretary PACE advised that he did not know JACK 
ANDERSON, and that he had met PEARSON only on about two occasions, 
both at social functions, and that on both of those occasions, 
the only conversation he had had with PEARSON was of a social 
nature. He stated that the last time that he saw or spoke to 
DREW PEARSON was six or seven months ago. He stated that the 
only employee he knows of DREW PEARSON is TRIS COFFIN, whom he 
has met on about two occasions, and haA never discussed with 
COFFIN any matters concerning the Department of Defense* He 
stated that he would say that he had not seen or talked to TRIS 
COFFIN for at least three months* He stated that he does not 
know and has never talked to ROBERT S. ALLEN. 

Secretary PACE was asked whether he could furnish any 
information or make any suggestions which would assist the FBI 
in carrying out the desires- of the President in this matter that 
the source of the alleged leak of information be identified* 
Secretary PACE replied that it was inconceivable to him that, anyone 
who attended the conference had passed on or divulged anythi ng that 
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was discussed at the meeting. However, he stated that it was his 
opinion that the material appearing in the ALLEN article came 
from someone who attended the conference or someone who knew why 
the President had called the meeting. Secretary PACE stated 
that, otherwise, he was unable to be of any assistance. Secre¬ 
tary PACE was asked if he knew of or was suspicious of any 
security weakness in the Departments represented at the con¬ 
ference which might suggest a source for this leak, and he 
responded negatively. 
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INTERVIEW WITH THOMAS K. FINLETTBR 


THOMAS K. PINLETTER, Secretary of the Air Force, was 
interviewed on December lij., 1951, in his office in the Pentagon 
by. Special Agents THOMAS J. JENKINS and KENNETH T. DELAVIGNE. 

Mr* PINLETTER advised he attended a conference held in the 
Cabinet Room at the White House on December 10, 1951* 

Secretary PINLETTER advised that prior to the commence¬ 
ment of the conference, he was not briefed concerning the agenda 
in any way* He recalled that General VANDENBERG came to his office 
sometime before the meeting on the morning of December 10, and 
said something about the meeting at the White House, but he did 
not recall exactly what was said by General VANDENBERG or discussed 
in this connection* 

Secretary PINLETTER advised he had gone from his 
office to the conference with Secretary PACE* He stated that 
upon conclusion of the meeting, he went downstairs from the con¬ 
ference room with Secretary LOVETT* He stated that Secretary 
PACE was detained a minute or two and joined Secretary LOVETT 
and him downstairs and they all three rode together back to the 
Pentagon in LOVETT*s car* 

He stated he is positive he took no notes of any sort 
at the conference, and advised that during the conference, he 
could possibly have made a single note* He stated that if he 
did make such a note, he left it behind him at the conference 
or took it with him and destroyed it later* He advised that any 
note he did make was extremely brief and in no way could be con¬ 
sidered to be approximate full notes* He stated he can almost 
positively state he did not put pencil to paper* He advised he 
cannot recall seeing anyone else at the conference taking notes. 

He advised that following the Presidential meeting, he 
met General VANDENBERG at 12:00 Noon, and then at 1:00 P.M., had 
luncheon with the Secretary of Defense and a group of labor 
representatives. He advised that he dictated no memorandum or 
writing of any sort with direct and immediate relation to the 
meeting. He advised he has seen no memoranda or material of any 
sort written by anyone relating to the conference concerned with 
this investigation* 
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He advised he is positive he has discussed the meeting 
only with VANDENBERG and LOVETT. In qualifying this, he advised 
that even these discussions were:not as to the actual conference 
but pertinent.more to matters which were logical follow-throughs 
and outgrowths of the items discussed at the conference and the 
views expressed of those in attendance. 

Mr. FINLETTER stated that on the day of the conference. 
General VANDENBERG came to his office about 12:00 Noon and 
dictated a rough draft, memorandum to Mr. FINLETTER*s secretary, 
CLARE^SSaNDS, concerning the views on the withdrawal of troops 
from Korea in the event of a cease-fire order. He stated that 
after this memorandum was typed up, he destroyed it and dictated 
to the same secretary another rough draft memorandum of his own 
(FINLETTER) along the same lines, the original of which was fur¬ 
nished to Mr. LOVETT during the latter part of the afternoon of 
December 10, 1951* He stated that the following day he prepared 
a new memorandum for Mr. LOVETT pertaining to the same matter. 

Mr. FINLETTER made a copy of this memorandum available and is set 
forth as follows: 

"December 10, 1951 

' "MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


"1. The conference with the President today on 
the Korean situation failed to bring out certain im¬ 
portant points. 

”2. At the meeting it was decided that, since 
we now have what we went into Korea to get, namely the 
defeat of the aggression, we should adopt the attitude 
of conceding all points within reason to get the cease- 
fire. 

”3« What wasn't said, however, is that once we 
get a cease-fire, from that moment on our military 

. The Chinese, free from our 
_ w , can bring in men and materiel - 
and no inspection teams of ours are going to stop them. 
Our morale will go down. Our fighting ability will go 
down. And our domestic support for the operation will 
go down further than it already has. 
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Moreover, the attaining of the cease-fire 
may fail to defeat the Russo-Chinese plan of pinning 
down large quantities of our military power In Korea , 
This results from the fact, that an agreement to permit 
the gradual withdrawal of UN and Communist troops, 
without a firm decision in advance by the UN to punish 
a violation of the cease-fire by aggressive means, is 
not to our interest, and cannot be carried out withput 
risking all we have fought for in Korea. Once we 
withdraw our troops they are going to be very hard to 
put back. On the contrary it would be easy for the 
Communists to withdraw beyond the Yalu and come back 
whenever they want to. 

”In short, a cease-fire without a firm position 
and statement as to what the UN intends to do if the 
terms of the cease-fire are broken and without pro ¬ 
vision for the rapid withdrawal of UN troops , is a 
disadvantageous operation from our point ofview. /’ 

"5. The question arises what then should, we do? 
The following is suggested: 

™ a. Make a provision in the cease-fire ar¬ 
rangements which will result in the United Nations 
ground troops being pulled out as rapidly as they can 
be after the signing of the cease-fire. 

"b. Leave a thin line of South Korean troops, , 
and maybe even a token United Nations force, in South 
Korea. 

"c. Make arrangements with our major allies 
to issue a joint statement, approved by the UN, serv¬ 
ing notice on China that we no longer intend to hold 
the Korean front by great ground forces as at present, 
but that if the Chinese run over our modest forces 
that will bring down vast retaliatory action by the 
UN on the mainland of China. We should also consider 
whether this statement might not contain a request to 
Russia to use her best efforts to prevent the Chinese 
from violating the cease-fire agreement. 

”d. We must agree with our friends in the UN 
what this vast retaliatory action means. It 
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presumably would mean a naval blockade, harassment of 
the lines of communication by bombing, continuing the 
use of guerrilla troops, and maybe releasing Chiang 
for action on the mainland. The question of certain 
other special air action would have to be considered; 
also the use of the A-bomb. These are, however, in a 
way, questions of detail. The important thing is to 
get agreement with our friends in UN to be ready to go 
through with a good tough campaign, but without the 
use of ground troops other than Chiang's. 

(Signed) Thomas K. Finletter" 


With respect to the final memorandum prepared by 
Mr.BTNLETTER, he had in his office, at the time of the inter¬ 
view, eighteen copies of this memorandum. He advised that the 
original had gone to Mr. LOVETT and he believed that another 
copy went to General VANDENBERG. He stated an original and 
nineteen copies of this memorandum were prepared. 

In connection with the VANDENBERG rough draft memorandum 
and the rough draft memorandum of PINLETTER, these were located 
at the time of the interview in Mr. PINLETTER*s office torn in 
pieces, and it was not possible, at the time of the interview, 
for his secretaries to piece together all of the copies of the 
memoranda, but they were able to piece together from the con¬ 
fidential waste in his office the originals of these two rough 
draft memoranda. 

Secretary PINLETTER advised all of the memoranda in 
question were dictated to his secretary. Miss CLARE SHANDS. He 
advised the security regulations In his office are very exacting 
and are of the type to prevent the entrance of any outside 
individual during the daytime. He advised that during the 
evening hours all confidential material is securely locked up. 

He advised the material handled in his office, and particularly 
the memoranda under discussion, would have been seen only by him¬ 
self, Miss SHANDS, another secretary, Mrs. SALLY fPQOLE, and his 
aide. Colonel WILLIAI%HIPPS. He informed top sedret material 
handled in his office 'would not be examined even by official 
military and civilian personnel outside hi® immediate staff, as 
identified above. He stated he is completely certain of the 
security of his office and stated it to be his opinion that it 
would be most irregular for any individual, other than himself 
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and the three members of* the staff, to see these memoranda. With 
further relation to the security of the memoranda involved, he 
stated that he recalls he personally delivered the original to 
Secretary LOVETT, ; v- 

In connection with this memorandum Colonel WILLIAM 
HIPPS, aide to Mr. PINLETTER, subsequently furnished a case 
history concerning these memoranda prepared by General VANDENBERG 
and Secretary PINLETTER relative to the meeting at the White 
House on December 10, 1951. General VANDENBERG's memorandum 
was typed once with original and three copies. All copies 
accounted for ordered destroyed by Secretary FINLETTER. Mr. 
PINLETTER had prepared one draft original and three copies, all 
accounted for and ordered destroyed. Mr. PINLETTER prepared a 
second draft with original and six copies, the original of which 
was given to Mr. LOVETT with no signature, the remaining six 
copies accounted for. The.third draft original and seven copies 
all accounted for. The final memorandum, a copy of which is set 
forth above, was prepared as an original and nineteen copies. 

The original was given .by Mr. PINLETTER to Mr. LOVETT and copy 
number nine was given to General VANDENBERG. The copy furnished 
General VANDENBERG was returned and all other copies have been 
accounted for in Mr. PINLETTER'S office. Secretary LOVETT ad¬ 
vised Inspector CARL E. HENNRICH and Special Agent CARL A. GRAHAM 
that he had In his possession the original memorandum prepared 
by Mr. PINLETTER, In connection with the original of the rough 
draft which was delivered to Mr. LOVETT by Mr. PINLETTER, Mr. 
PINLETTER advised and had at the time of the interview this 
original rough draft memorandum whieh he stated he obtained from 
Mr. LOVETT'S office so that he could prepare the final memorandum 
for Mr. LOVETT on this matter. 

He was asked as to whether he knows JACK ANDERSON, an 
employee of DREW PEARSON, and he informed he knows no individual 
by this name. In response to questions, he likewise advised he 
does not know any employee or associate of DREW PEARSON. He 
stated that some years ago he did know an individual, whose name 
he could not recall, who was employed as a "leg-man" for PEARSON, 
but has had no Contact with this Individual. He advised he is 
acquainted with DREW PEARSON, but advised he has not seen him 
for months and stated positively he has not discussed the matter 
under Investigation with PEARSON in any way. He stated he dis¬ 
cussed this meeting only with General VANDENBERG and Secretary 
LOVETT and on the basis indicated herein before. He recalled 
that on December 11, 1951 » he had luncheon at 1:00 P*M. at the 
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Metropolitan Club with Admiral SOtJERS and in this regard in¬ 
formed that it is possible he may have mentioned the meeting 
during his luncheon with SOtJERS, but does not think this occurred 
and advised that if it did occur, it was merely a mention and 
not a discussion. He was specifically questioned as to whether 
he had in mind any suspects who.might have been responsible for 
the leak of information involved, or whether he possessed any 
other information of possible aid or pertinence to this investi¬ 
gation, and in response thereto advised he possesses no infor¬ 
mation whatsoever. 
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INTERVIEW WITH GENERAL HOYT S. VANDENBERG. 

CHIEF, tl.S. AIR FORCE 

General HOYT S. VANDENBERG was interviewed on Decem¬ 
ber 17# 1951, at his office by Special Agents KENNETH T. 

DELAVIGNE and THOMAS J. JENKINS. 

He stated on December 8, 1951> General BRADLEY told 
him that the President was making inquiry about a message the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff sent to General RIDGWAY concerning the 
peace negotiations, and they drew the conclusion that the Presi¬ 
dent possibly would come back to Washington to discuss the 
reasons behind the message and the conditions being discussed in 
the peace negotiations. 

General VANDENBERG stated he had been officially in¬ 
formed of the meeting by his Aide, BrigadierGeneral R. A. 

- GRUSSENDQRF, who had been informed by General ROBERTfLEE, that 
Admiral LALOR, Assistant Secretary of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
had received word that the meeting was to be held on December 10, 
1951- He stated that on December 9* 1951* in preparation for 
this conference, he requested his office to have on his desk on 
the morning of December 10, 1951, the available air strength and 
composition of the Air Force in Korea and other Far Eastern units, 
and also a paper which had been prepared a week before on the 
location of all f- 86 planes other than those in Korea. He stated 
that he desired this information so that he would have it avail¬ 
able at the meeting at the White House in the event the President 
made any inquiry concerning these matters. He stated that on 
the morning of the conference and just prior to the conference 
he had discussed with Mr. FINLETTER the information on the F-86 
planes, advising him that this information should be available 
at the meeting in the event the President made any inquiry con¬ 
cerning it. 

In connection with the question as to whether he had 
prepared any memorandum or other record with relation to the 
matters covered at the conference. General VANDENBERG explained 
that he had an alternate proposal on the peace negotiation in¬ 
suring protection of the 8th Army. He stated at the time of the 
conference at the White House he had this alternative proposal 
in mind and mentioned it at the conference without giving any 
details. In this connection General VANDENBERG stated that what 
he said at the conference was substantially as follows: "There 
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is a possible additional approach to this question. If the UN 
could come out with a very strong statement to the effect that | 
if there was a violation to the present line of contact, there ! 

would be a new war with no holds barred, and we might be able to 1 

afford to pull out practically all troops immediately after a 1 

cease-fire and let the Reds put in as many airfields and troops \ 

as they desired. 1 * He pointed out at the conference this statement \ 
by himself, which was the only statement he made at the conference, 
was discussed for about a minute and a half by those present. 

He stated shortly following the conference on the same 
day he conferred with Mr. FINLETTER about this alternate proposal, 
and together they prepared a memorandum for Mr. LOVETT, Secretary 
of Defense. He stated after the memorandum was prepared he and 
Mr. FINLETTER personally delivered the original to Mr. LOVETT. 

He stated there was nothing in the memorandum that had been dis¬ 
cussed at the President's conference, and, in fact, specifically 
described its contents as relating to matters which had not been 
discussed at the White House conference. General VANDENBERG 
stated that he had a copy of this memorandum, and he had given 
it to his aide. Colonel CHARLES V-^rWURPHY, for possible use of 
the State Department in the event the proposal appeared to have 
any merit. He stated Colonel MURPHY was an officer on a special 
assignment in his (VANDENBERG*s) office to assist him for speech 
writing. 

General VANDENBERG stated since the conference he had 
discussed it only with Secretaries LOVETT and FINLETTER. 

General VANDENBERG read the article attributed to 
ROBERT S. ALLEN as appearing in the "New York Post" for December 
13 , 1951 , 

He stated in connection with remarks in the article 
attributed to himself, they were definitely not stated by him 
at the conference although he has made similar remarks at the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff conferences and has stated them in public. 

General VANDENBERG stated he believed that the 
article was largely in error on what actually transpired at 
the conference. He stated he was of the opinion that any per¬ 
son who had access to what transpired at the conference could 
have written a far better article unless the writer had delib¬ 
erately slanted it, pointing out that the ALLEN article did not 
reflect the real purpose of the meeting. General VANDENBERG 
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further stated he believes the ALLEN article could have been 
prepared by someone who had closely followed the Korean situation 
and the public statements and positions proclaimed by the various 
Joint Chiefs of Staff without access to an actual account of the 
meeting. 

With respect to the material in the article attri¬ 
buted to General BRADLEY, General VANDENBERG stated he could 
not recall General BRADLEY saying that the UN could have a cease¬ 
fire in Korea. He pointed out that no one is sure of a cease¬ 
fire and that everyone is wondering if a cease-fire can be ob¬ 
tained. He further stated with respect to the statement attri¬ 
buted to General BRADLEY concerning rotation of troops and 
the building of airfields in North Korea, General BRADLEY may 
have said this but it certainly was not the main subject matter 
of the conference. He pointed out the main reason for the con¬ 
ference was not the concessions that would be made but how far 
the United States would go before ceasing the negotiations. 

General VANDENBERG further pointed out that he did not think 
General BRADLEY would say the Communists refused to agree with 
the UN view relating to the rotation of troops because the nego¬ 
tiations are still being carried on and that the matter concerning 
the rotation of troops has not come to the breaking point. 

General VANDENBERG stated that as far as he knows the Reds have 
not tried to trade on the issue of new airfields as against the 
issue of rotation of troops. He pointed out the U.S. has in¬ 
sisted as one of the points in the negotiation that there were 
to be no new airfields constructed in North Korea. He stated 
he does not recall General BRADLEY stating that the Reds have 
indicated they would make a concession on troop rotation if 
allowed to build some airfields in North Korea. He feels positive 
that if General BRADLEY had made such statement that he certainly 
would have remembered it, pointing out that the United States' 
position has always been positive on not allowing the construction 
of new airfields in North Korea, and therefore, this point was 
not discussed at the conference because it was an accepted fact. 

With respect to the material attributed to General 
COLLINS, General VANDENBERG stated he could not recall this 
matter being brought up at the conference but it had been dis¬ 
cussed at previous Joint Chiefs of Staff meetings. He is posi¬ 
tive that General COLLINS did not relate the points concerning 
rotation of troops to the points concerning the construction of 
new airfields in North Korea. He stated he is of the opinion 
that General COLLINS has always maintained that the UN forces 
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are strong in Korea and that we can hold the peninsula; however, 
he did not recall General COLLINS saying this at the conference, 
and he is positive that General COLLINS made no remarks concern¬ 
ing the airfield point. General VANDENBERG stated that he would 
have been extremely surprised if General COLLINS had made the 
remark at the conference f, Until hell freezes over”. He stated 
that this meeting was much more dignified, and he believes that 
General COLLINS would not have spoken to the President in such 
language, and if General COLLINS had so spoken, he (VANDENBERG) 
would have certainly remembered it. 

Concerning that part of the article which states 
General BRADLEY agreed with General COLLINS, he stated he does 
not recall this at the conference or does he recall any mention 
of the importance of not allowing the Communists to build up a 
powerful Air Force. 

With respect to that part of the article which refers 
to the President listening intently to the military leaders and 
saying nothing until they had finished. General VANDENBERG stated 
that was not what happened at the conference. He stated the 
President first had General BRADLEY brief those present on the 
Korean situation and then the President told the conference what 
was troubling him concerning the instructions sent to General 
RIDGWAy. He stated General BRADLEY and Secretary LOVETT together 
with Acting Secretary WEBB did most of the talking. He stated 
General COLLINS and himself had very little to say. 

With respect to that part of the article attributed to 
the President concerning the President’s anxiety to bring the 
fighting to an end. General VANDENBERG stated that he couldn’t 
recall the President saying this, but that the President could 
have stated it, and he would expect the President at such a . 
conference to say substantially what is attributed to him in 
the article. He pointed out he is definite that the President 
did not say "but I will not agree to concessions to the Commu¬ 
nists that we may regret later on”. He stated the President 
had not made this point in that way. He stated that the article 
makes it appear that the President thought the members attending 
the conference wanted peace at any price. He stated, however, 
actually such was not the case. He stated at the conclusion of 
the conference the President agreed with those present on their 
reasons for sending the negotiation instructions to General 
RIDGWAY. 
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General VANDENBERG advised with respect to the 
statement in the article that the buildup of South Korea 
was discussed, that this was true. He pointed out, however, this 
is not unusual and this question is normally discussed at all 
meetings of this type because of the importance of this question. 

He was asked to state whether he recalled any comment 
by the President during the conference as to a possible extension 
of time in the event a cease-fire order was not achieved by 
December 27, 195l. It is to be noted that a reference to such 
an alleged statement on the part of the President was contained 
in the PEARSON article in the possession of JACK ANDERSON. 

General VANDENBEBG advised to the best of his knowledge the 
President made no such reference. 

General VANDENBERG stated he was not acquainted 
with JACK ANDERSON or any other employee or associate of 
DREW PEARSON. He stated he has only met DREW PEARSON on 
one occasion which was about two years ago when he was 
introduced to him in the Pentagon Building. He stated the 
last time he had any contact of any sort with ROBERT S. ALLEN 
was when the latter was the Intelligence Officer for General 
GEORGE PATTON in Europe during World War II. 

He was asked if he could furnish any information 
or had any suggestions which might assist the FBI in carrying 
out the desire of the President in this matter. He replied 
in the negative. 
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INTERVIEW WITH GENERAL J. LAWTON COLLINS 


General J, LAWTON COLLINS, Army Chief of Staff, was interviewed 
by Special Agents MAURICE A. TAILOR and CARL E. GRAHAM in his office. 

Room 3B668, Pentagon, on December 17, 1951* 

General COLLINS advised he attended the White House conference 
Monday, December 10, 1951* General COLLINS stated that he followed Mr* 
WHITEHAIR as speaker and related he made three points, speaking at two 
different times* General COLLINS advised he first directed remarks to 
the question as to whether a U*N* statement containing a threat would have 
any deterring effect on the Communist enemy. It had been suggested that 
it would have an effect on the Russians and possibly on the amount of aid 
afforded the Chinese by the Russians. Admiral FECHTELER doubted the wisdom 
of including any threat to be contingent on breach of an armistice agree¬ 
ment as no one knows what action we may find desirable several years from 
now when the agreement may be violated. General COLLINS said his own 
views in the matter were that he did not agree with Admiral FECHTELER 1 s 
position, but rather concurred with the position that while the Chinese 
Communists might disregard a warning, it still might have a good effect 
on the Russians. General COLLINS stated while he was speaking, he covered 
another matter, namely, that the armistice might be all we will get, that 
we may not get a peace treaty for several years, and that we may want to 
stay there a long time; and that whatever the conditions of the armistice, 
we will want to rebuild and make repairs in the rear areas* .General 
COLLINS continued that he also stated he would favor everything in connec¬ 
tion with repairs and rehabilitation except in connection with permitting 
military airfields to be built and pointed out we may have to give in on 
one or two commercial airfields* 

General COLLINS remarked that at a later time during the pro¬ 
ceedings of the conference, the President expressed great concern over the 
air build-up of the Communist forces and the possibility that we might not 
be able to maintain our forces in Korea. General COLLINS stated this was 
the reason that he again spoke* General COLLINS stated he assured the 
President that if this was what was causing the President's concern, he 
would guarantee that we will not be thrown out of Korea* 

The article prepared by columnist ROBERT S. ALLEN which appeared 
in the "New York Post" December 13, 1951, was displayed to General COLLINS. 
That column in substance indicated General COLLINS favored some terms on 
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the airfield dispute but insisted the Communists be required to agree on 
troop rotation, pointing out the lack of troop rotation would effect the 
morale of our men* In addition General COLLINS was reported by ALLEN to 
have stated our army could hold the present line ’'until hell freezes 
over*” General COLLINS related the ALLEN article substantially set forth 
his position in this matter and that part Of the remarks attributed to 
him by ALLEN actually may have been made by him. He related he may have 
made some mention of .troop rotation at the conference but he was not sure 
that he did mention it* 

General COLLINS was not absolutely certain as to the ianguage 
he employed in the above statement and advised he may have used the phrase 
I will "put my money” or "for my money,” we will not be thrown out, but is 
certain that he did not say that our forces can hold on in Korea "until 
hell freezes over*" He commented that this is not an expression which he 
uses and added that he would not have used it before the President at a 
formal conference* 

The ALLEN news column quoted the President as having remarked 
in substance that he was anxious to bring the fighting to an end if 
possible but would not agree to concessions that we may regret later on. 
Al so the President warned the necessity of being careful lest in our 
eagerness to secure truce we sell ourselves short. Concerning this state¬ 
ment attributed to the President, General COLLINS stated it was essentially 
what the President had said but not a word for word quotation* The ALLEN 
column was noted to attribute to General VANDENBERG in substance he was 
vigorously opposed to giving any ground on the matter of permitting the 
Communists to build airfields, pointing out bases in North Korea would be 
of great combat value in the event the Communists decide to break the 
truce next spring* General COLLINS stated ALLEN 1 s remarks attributed to 
General VANDENBERG were essentially correct although not as complete as 
General VANDENBERG had outlined his position. The ALLEN column in sub¬ 
stance set forth General BRADLEY as having pointed out the issues of the 
deadlock on the matter of rotation of our troops along with the Communists' 
insisting on a freeze on replacements and weapons. Also General BRADLEY 
was reported as having indicated the Communists would make concessions on 
rotation if they were permitted to build some airfields. General COLLINS 
related that the ALLEN column was essentially accurate but he did not 
believe that General BRADLEY had indicated the Communists were trading a 
rotation of troops against airfields as stressed by ALLEN* 

General COLLINS could offer no suggestion as to how a leak had 
occurred arid expressed the belief it would be possible for someone to have 
prepared the column of ROBERT S. ALLEN from bits of information picked up 
here and there from individuals receiving the information second or third 
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hand from an official who attended the conferences, such second or third 
hand sources being persons possessed of intimate knowledge of the subject 
matter and previous conferences* As for the personnel present at the 
White House conference. General COLLINS advised he had no personal suspicions 
concerning any member present* 

General COLLINS advised that he did not make any notes during 
or after the conference, and thereafter did not make any record or memorandum 
pf-the proceedings of the conference* Furthermore, he stated he had not 
discussed the proceedings of the conference with anyone* 

General COLLINS recalled his acquaintanceship with DREW PEARSON 
dated back several years when he was Chief of Public Information shortly 
after the war* He advised his first meeting with PEARSON came about follow¬ 
ing a PEARSON article which had criticized General EISENHOWER unjustly so 
he invited PEARSON to his home to talk the matter over* At that time. 

General COLLINS advised he and PEARSON reached a "gentlemen’s agreement" 
that whenever PEARSON received any complaints or allegations of inefficiency, 
dishonesty, or other malfeasance in connection with the Army, he would first 
make them known to General COLLINS, who would in turn ascertain and furnish 
the true facts to PEARSON* If the facts were as alleged, PEARSON could pub¬ 
lish them; but if he could show they were false or inaccurate, PEARSON would 
refrain from publication* General COLLINS related that this working arrange¬ 
ment with PEARSON had been satisfactory for a considera ble time* General 
COLLINS recalled that sometime during the period of the | 1 brothers 

fraud investigations, PEARSON had called him one Sunday to inquire whether 
the Army had a cont ract for the manufacture of caskets and in which con¬ 
tract the | [ had an interest* General COLLINS advised he ascertained 

that the information presented by PEARSON was not true and so advised 
PEARSON, who refrained from making any mention of it* Sometime later General 
COLLINS recalled PEARSON had published a critical article containing 
erroneous information, so he had PEARSON to lunch in the Pentagon and called 
his attention to PEARSON’S having violated their "gentlemen’s agreement"* 
General COLLINS advised he recalled no further incidents thereafter* 

General COLLINS stated that he had never engaged in any social 
dealings with PEARSON and had. never visited in his home or received him 
except on the one occasion* As a matter of fact, he has not seen PEARSON 
in more than a year* General COLLINS added that he knows who JACK ANDERSON 
is, but never had met him; likewise, he did not know the identity of any 
other of PEARSON’s employees. Concerning ROBERT S* ALLEN, General COLLINS 
stated he knew ALLEN, but had not seen nor talked with him in more than a 
year. 
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INTERVIEW WITH MAJOR GENERAL CHARLES P. CABELL 


Major General CHARLES P. CABELL, United States Air Forces, 
Director, Joint Staff, was interviewed at his office. Room 2E928, 
Pentagon, on December 15, 1951, by Special Agents MAURICE A• TAILOR 
and CARL E. GRAHAM. 

General CABELL advised that he had attended the White House 
conference held at 10:30 AM, December 10, 1951, as an observer with 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He advised he had taken no part in the 
actual proceedings. He stated he did not discuss anything which 
occurred at the conference with anyone with the exception of a con¬ 
versation with Admiral THOMAS&SBBINS of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Reference will be made to thi& conversation with General ROBBINS 
hereinafter. General CABELL made no notes or memoranda during or 
following the conference. He returned to the Pentagon immediately ‘ 
following the conference. . 

General CABELL stated he was unaware that any leak had occurred 
or that an investigation was in progress at the time he was interviewed. 
He declared he was not acquainted with ROBERT S. ALLEN or JACK ANDERSON 
or any other of DREW PEARSON'S employees* He stated he thought he may 
have met DREW PEARSON on one occasion at a cocktail party but was not 
certain of this. 

General CABELL also stated that Admiral WILLIAM FECHTELER had 
spoken briefly concerning the question of introducing into the truce 
negotiations a threat that in the event of breach the Communists could 
expect the war to be widened, which threat we later might not be able 
or desire to carry out. In connection with this. General CABELL advised 
he had a subsequent discussion with Admiral THOMAS ROBBINS, although 
it is recalled with reference to the alleged newspaper column prepared 
by JACK ANDERSON some reference was made about extending the cease-fire 
negotiations deadline beyond December 27, 1951. General CABELL advised 
that he did not recall that President TRUMAN or the others made specific 
reference to the cease-fire date or indicated that an extension beyond 
this date would be sought or granted. He stated he was not certain 
whether the deadline had been mentioned at all, but that if so it was 
not belabored in the discussion. General CABELL recalled that that 
question and all other questions pertinent at the Presidential con¬ 
ference previously had been discussed at great length in various Joint 
Chiefs of Staff meetings attended by General CABELL 
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The column of ROBERT S. ALIEN dated December 13, 1951, which 
appeared in the "New York Post," was displayed to General CABELL for his 
examination* He expressed the belief it was not an accurate account of 
the proceedings at the White House conference, but that it contained a 
continuous thread to indicate the author, ALIEN, had an informant who 
attended the conference* For example. General CABELL stated that the 
ALLEN column indicates that the Communists were bargaining the rotation 
of troops issue against concessions from us on their airfield demands* 

He stated he did not believe General BRADLEY placed emphasis on the 
airfields versus rotation items and that these were merely two items 
mentioned in connection with the negotiations. He stated that there is 
some feeling that the Communists are using the rotation question to 
wrangle concessions generally, but he did not believe this was specifically 
brought out in the White House conference* 

With reference to the statement attributed to General COLLINS 
in the ALLEN columri to the effect that General COLLINS was inclined to 
favor some terms on the airfield dispute. General CABELL stated this was 
an oversimplification and not strictly accurate* He stated that it 
appeared that this reflected some views which COLLINS may have expressed 
in the past at previous meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff* 

General CABELL referred further to the ALLEN column and to the 
statement in it attributed to the President. General CABELL advised he 
considered it an accurate summation, although not a verbatim quotation* 
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. JAMES Efc^OlY, JR, 


Mr. JAMES E. LAY, JR., Executive Secretary, National Security Council, 

was interviewed by Special Agents JOSEPH A. CONNORS, JR. and PAUL J. TIERNEY 
on December 15, 1951* 

Mr. LAY advised that he attended the President's conference at the 
White House on December 10, 1951, as a representative of the National Security 
Council* At this time, he explained, the National Security Council was pre¬ 
paring a draft concerned with present truce negotiations in Korea. 

Mr. LAY commented in detail as to the opinions expressed by the various 
individuals attending the aforementioned conference. 

Mr. LAY advised that there was no written or oral agenda or program 
for the conference. He added that no minutes were kept, and there was no record 
of any actions to be taken. He did not recall anyone taking notes, with the 
exception of Secretary FINLETTER, who may merely have been "doodling." 

Mr. LAY advised that he made notes at the conference for the President's 
benefit. He brought the notes directly from the conference to his office and 
placed them in a safe. He described the notes as the personal property of the 
President. He advised that, to his knowledge, no one but himself has seen the 
notes. He added that his secretaries have access to the safe where his notes 
are maintained, but did not think anyone who did not have a thorough understanding 
of what went on could decipher the notes. He explairted that the notes consisted of 
personal abbreviations, etcetera. The secretaries in Mr. LAX'S office are Miss 
BONNIE^tiHAFFIN and Miss INTpOLTZSCHEIDER. 

Mr. IiAY advised that, following the" conference, he informed his Deputy, 
Mr. S. EVERE TT 7 GL EASON, as to the opinions expressed by the various individuals 
who attended the conference. He explained that he and GLEASON worked together 
on the NSC aspects of the Korean problems, and in this connection, he advises 
GLEASON of all important matters in connection therewith. He stated he attempts 
to keep GLEASON as well informed as himself concerning all details of current 
developments in connection with the NSC* 

Mr. LAY advised that, subsequent to the conference, the "Time" 
magazine representative at the White House, whose name he could not recall, 
telephoned him, asking two questions: (l) He, facetiously, asked Mr. LAY if the 
latter were the cause of the President's sudden return to Washington from Key 
West, to-which question Mr. LAY answered, "No." (2) Mr. LAY was then asked if 

a reported request of General EISENHOWER to be replaced was discussed at the 
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conference. Mr. LAY informed that he advised the newspaperman that he was un¬ 
able to say anything about the conference. 

In answer to a specific question, Mr. LAY advised that he coixld not 
recall any discussions at the conference concerning a recommendation of the 
President that there be an extension of time in the event an armistice were not 
obtained by December 27, 195i. Mr. LAY advised that the conference did relate 
to concessions which might be made to the Communists. 

Mr. LAY advised that he does not know, nor has he spoken to DREW 
PEARSON or PEARSON'S leg-man, JACK ANDERSON. He was unable to furnish any 
information as to a possible source of the leak of information from the White 
House conference. 

Mr. LAY furnished the following information concerning indicated 
portions of the column of ROBERT S« ALLEN in the "New York Post" of December 13, 
1951: 

Remarks of Mr. LAY 

^r. LAY described this as a good 
summation of General BRADLEY'S 
remarks at the conference. He 
also advised that General BRADLEY'S 
ideas in this respect conceivably 
could have come from another source, 
inasmuch as he believed that they 
had been previously discussed. 


Mr. LAY advised that this statement, 
as to VANDENBERG'S expressions at 
the conference, is false. VANDENBERG 
generally agreed with the statement 
of General BRADLEY at the conference. 
He explained that General BRADLEY 
clearly indicated that later in the 
negotiations, the UN might be willing 
to make concessions as to airfields 
if the number of airfields were, 
appropriately, limited. 
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Quotes from ALLEN Column 

"The UN can have a cease fire in Korea, 
but at the cost of important concessions 
to the Reds. That's what the Joint 
Chiefs told the President in their big 
conference with him after his return. 
General BRADLEY declared the protracted 
truce negotiations have reached the point 
'where a few concessions on both sides 
could bring an agreement if the Commun¬ 
ists really want one'". 

"General HOYT VANDENBERG vigorously 
opposed giving any ground on that. (Re¬ 
ferring to concessions on the Communists' 
airfield demand). He wanted a cease-fire 
if one can be worked out that is fair and 
proper declared the Air Chief of Staff, 
but I don't see how we can safely do any¬ 
thing that will enable the Reds to build, 
up their air strength. That is what per¬ 
mitting them to build airfields will 
amount to. Such bases in North Korea will 
be of great combat value to them if they 
decide to break the truce next Spring which 
I wouldn't put past them". 
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Quotes from ALLEN column 

A statement attributed to General 
COLLINS relating to concessions 
on rotation of UN troops that "it 
is an unfair demand and the only 
reason the Reds are making it is 
to try to force us to give in on 
airfields”. 

Statement attributed to General 
COLLINS that ”our Army can hold 
the present line until hell freezes . 
over”• 


The statement attributed to the 
President that ”as you know I am 
very anxious to bring the fighting to 
an end if that is possible. But I 
will not agree to concessions to 
the Communists that we may regret 
later on. We want to be very care¬ 
ful that we do not sell ourselves 
short-in our eagerness to secure a 
truce for our men”. 


”Also discussed was the question of 
building up the South Korean Army”. 


Remarks of Mr. LAY 

Mr. LAY could not recall General 
COLLINS making a statement to this 
effect. 


Mr. LAY described this as correct in 
thought, but considered the words 
••until hell freezes over" as wrong. 

To his recollection, General COLLINS 
assured the President the Army troops 
could hold the line for the next year. 

Mr. LAY described this as a good 
summation of the views expressed by 
the President at the conference. 

Mir. LAY advised that, in his opinion, 
this information, in particular, could 
have come from no source except through 
an individual who was in attendance 
at the conference on December 10, 1951. 
He explained that he did not feel that 
anyone who attended the conference had 
a clear idea of the President's views 
on matters discussed at the conference. 
Mr. LAY based this conclusion on the 
fact that the President had been at 
Key West for sometime prior to the 
conference. 

Mr. LAY advised that the matter of 
building up the South Korean Array 
was discussed at the conference, as 
indicated above. 
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. JAMES E. WEBB 

Mr. JAMES E. WEBB. Under Se cretary of State, was interviewed at his b6 

home, | on the evening of Friday, December lit, b?c 

1951, by Special Agents JOSEPH A. CONNORS, JR., and PAUL J. TIERNEY. Special 
Agent RALPH ROACH of the Liaison Section of the Bureau was also present 
during the interview. 

Mr. WEBB advised that he was ift attendance at the President's con¬ 
ference held at the White House oh the morning of December 10, 1951* He 
furnished general background information of events leading up to the confer¬ 
ence and also details as to the comments of various individuals in attendance 
at the conference. 

Mr. WEBB advised that there was no formally prepared agenda for the 
'conference. He further advised that he took no notes during the conference, 
and that he does not know whether anyone else present took notes. 

In answer to a specific question, Mr. WEBB advised that he did not 
recall any discussion at this conference concerning a suggestion by the 
President that in the event an armistice was not reached, by December 27, 1951, 
arrangements should be made for an extension of the time. 

The conference terminated between 11:30 and 11:35 A.M., at which 
time, pursuant to the President's specific request, Mr. WEBB stayed with 
the President and went into his office for a further conference with respect 
to the impending visit of British Prime Minister CHURCHILL to the United States. 

WEBB then returned to his office and dictated a brief memo to include (l) that 
no notes or instructions had been taken at the President's conference in 
connection with the discussion of the proposed draft to be issued to General 
RIDGWAY, inasmuch as Mr. H. FREEMAN MATTHEWS was present during the discussion 
and was in a position to see that the necessary action required by the State 
Department would be taken. (2) The second part of WEBB'S memo dealt with the 
necessary data that would have to be prepared to brief the President on 
matters that would be discussed with Prime Minister CHURCHILL. 

WEBB stated he had not discussed the details of the conversations 
in the President's general conference on December 10, 1951, with anyone. 

He stated he was not acquainted with JACK ANDERSON, who is associated with 
Columnist DREW PEARSON j that he does know DREW PEARSON, but has not been in 
contact with him for at least six months. Nevertheless, he has seen other 
newspapermen subsequent to December 10, one of whom was JBSjplftSE, Washington 
correspondent for the Raleigh News and Observer at Raleigh,' North Carolina. 

Another was JOHN* HIGHTOWER, who covers the State Department with Associated 
Press, and the third and last was JAME^RESTON, associated with the New York 
Times. HIGHTOWER raised two points in'questioning WEBB: (l) Was there a 
world crisis? (2) Was Europe discussed? WEBB gave HIGHTOWER this background: 
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The President is furnished with a great number of written reports concerning 
the world situation. He takes his position seriously, and takes the whole 
situation seriously. The President wants to get the full "flavor" of the 
thinking of the top people, as it is the President's policy to keep in close 
touch with what goes on around the world. "WEBB gave this information to 
HIGHTOWER for background. 

JAMES RESTON contacted WEBB on Tuesday, December 11, 1951, and he ' 
was given generally the same background information concerning the 
December 10th conference as was given to HIGHTOWER. RESTON 1 S inquiries of 
WEBB also touched on the reported resignation of Secretary of State DEAN 
ACHESON. WEBB Briefed RESTON on the very close relationship between ACHESON 
and the President, and stated such a report of ACHESON*S resignation was not 
true. RESTON inquired concerning CHURCHILL'S visit, and wanted to know the 
policy of the United States as to CHURCHILL. WEBB advised him that the 
Government was making a very careful study of the background and problems in 
connection with our relations with Great Britain in Europe and the Far East, 
and indicated that this country would be prepared to disucss these problems 
whether CHURCHILL talked about them or not. WEBB advised that RESTON in 
recent articles has been throwing rather sharp barbs at the State Department, 
with respect to some of its actions, and he felt that RESTON should be briefed 
as to the Department's activities as set forth above. RESTON also inquired 
as to recent changes in the State Department, and WEBB discussed the signifi¬ 
cance and history of these changes. 

Mr. WEBB was also contacted by JIM FREE concerning the statement 
in the December 10, 1951, issue of the "New York Times" to the effect that 
he, WEBB, contemplated resigning. He stated FREE is a representative of 
his hometown newspaper and was interested in this article. 

Mr. WEBB was re-interviewed in his office at the State Department 
by Special Agents JOSEPH A. CONNORS, JR., and PAUL J. TIERNEY on December 17, 
1951, to make available to him the contents of the news column of ROBERT S. 
ALLEN, as it appeared in the December 13, 1951, issue of the New York Post 
"Blue Final" edition. His comments on this column follow: 

The column quotes General BRADLEY to the effect that the truce 
negotiations have reached the point "where a few concessions on both sides 
could bring an agreement if the Communists really want one." The column 
also attributes to the President the question "What do they want?", and 
BRADLEY'S response was "The deadlock gets down to this." Mr. WEBB stated 
the President did not say "What do they want?" The President's inquiry was 
more along these lines, "Why are we willing to go this far with them?" 

Mr. WEBB made it clear that it was not the position of anyone, including 


67 

/<>-.?£•'? 7 0(rft (>? (PQ M'T' 






wo 65-6060 


BRADLEY, that the talks had reached the stage of a deadlock. While this could 
possibly be the opinion of General .MATTHEW RIDGWAY who is conducting the 
negotiations, responsible officials in Washington have never regarded the 
status of these talks as reaching a deadlock. They have always felt that we 
will get an armistice for two reasons, (l) the Communists in North Korea have 
been very badly hurt, (2) the United Nations forces in Korea are in a posi¬ 
tion of strength and can hold their present lines. It is felt that while 
. we want an armistice from the position of global strategy, the Communists 
are anxious.to obtain an armistice because of their present weakness in their 
position. Therefore, Mr. WEBB reiterated that these negotiations have never 
gotten to a deadlock stage and to quote that they have is not correct. 

With respect to the statement attributed to General BRADLEY by ROBERT. 
ALLEN to the effect that the Communists would make concessions on our stand 
on rotation of troops if we made concessions that allowed them to build some 
airfields in North Korea, Mr. WEBB stated that this topic was discussed at the 
conference, and he felt that perhaps this information could have come from 
someone in attendance at the conference. However, in WEBB'S opinion, this 
information was also available to others not in attendance at the conference 
who had previously sat in on discussions in the Defense and interested 
Departments and who, prior to the conference, knew General BRADLEY'S position 
concerning these points at issue. Therefore, in Mr. WEBB'S mind such a well 
informed person could have anticipated what remarks General BRADLEY would make 
when these topics were discussed. 

The December 13,1951, column of ROBERT ALLEN attributes the follow¬ 
ing statement to General VANDENBERG: 

"I want a cease-fire if one can be worked cut that is fair and 
proper, but I do not see how we can safely do anything that will enable the 
Reds to build up their air strength. That is what permitting them to build 
air fields will amount to. Such bases in North Korea will be of great combat 
value to them, if they decide to break the truce next spring, which I 
wouldn't put past them." 

Mr. WEBB stated that this was an erroneous statement of General 
VANDENBERG'S position, that at the present time the Communists have a powerful 
air force in North Korea which is well known. WEBB stated that VANDENBERG'S 
position in this connection was that if a cease-fire is obtained with the 
threat of a "greater sanction," that air power would be the sanction, and 
that he would withdraw all air power from Korea for re-deployment in Japan and 
other strategic areas. VANDENBERG went so far as to recommend that if a 
cease-fire is obtained that ground troops could be removed from South Korea 
so that in the event the cease-fire is later violated they would not be des¬ 
troyed by the Communists. He suggested that they, too, be reassigned to 
other strategic locations. 

With respect to the position of General J. LAWTON COLLINS, wherein 
he insisted that Communists be required to agree to the rotation of UN troops 
and is quoted in the column as follows: 
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"That would be a serious blow to the morale of our men. I am 
strongly opposed to any concession on that. It is an unfair demand and 
the only reason the Reds are making it is to try to force us to give in on 
air fields. Our Army can hold the present line until hell freezes over and 
I am flatly opposed to giving the slightest ground on the replacement issue. 
The Reds would have the same right as us on that, and I don't see why they 
should object to it, except for trading purposes." 

Mr. WEBB'S opinion was that this quotation of COLLINS had a strong 
"flavor" of someone who was in attendance at the conference. He stated 
that it was COLLINS' position that it would be impossible to maintain ground 
forces without rotation. 

WEBB described the ALLEN column as a whole not as "upsetting as 
it might be" from the security point of view. He added that from reading 
the column, one might gain the impression that United States top officials 
had decided to get tough with the Communists, whereas actually the dis¬ 
cussions at the President's conference were concerned with granting conces¬ 
sions to the Communists. Mr. WEBB considered references in the column to 
discussions of building up the South Korean Amy as harmful from the security 
standpoint, inasmuch as he felt that they did not want this fact released 
for general information. Mr. WEBB advised that references were made to 
building up the South Korean Army at the conference. 

Mr. WEBB advised that after considering the column as a whole, 
he was of the opinion that possibly someone attending the conference gave a 
newspaperman too much detailed background concerning the conference, thus 
enabling a column such as the ALLEN column to have been written. Mr. WEBB 
was questioned as to who might be the source of the information contained 
in the ALLEN column. He advised that he had no suspects as to the source 
of the leak. 
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. H. FREEMAN MATTHEWS 



Mr. H. FREEMAN MATTHEWS, Deputy Under Secretary of State, Room 
5121, New State Department, was interviewed by Special Agents JOSEPH A. 
CONNORS, JR*, and. PAUL J. TIERNEY, on December 14, 1951* Special Agent 
RALPH ROACH of the Liaison Section of the FBI was also present at the 
interviews 

Mr. MATTHEWS advised that he attended the President r s conference 
held at the White House on the morning of December 10, 1951* He furnished 
in detail information relating to comments of various individuals in 
attendance at the President r s conference* 

With respect to the item in the material shown by JACK ANDERSON 
to General BRADLEY on the evening of December 12, 1951> wherein it was 
stated that the President had indicated we would grant an extension of 
time if cease-fire were not obtained by December 27, 195l> Mr. MATTHEWS 
advised that to his recollection this matter was not discussed at the 
conference* 

Mr. MATTHEWS returned directly to his office from the December 
10, 1951 conference, and told ALEXDS'fJ&HNSON, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State, of the President l s approval of the Joint Chiefs of Staff draft 
of instructions to General RIDGWAY, and that the opinion of those attending 
the conference was unanimous to the effect that an armistice was extremely 
desirable at this time. MATTHEWS said that other than talking to JOHNSON, 
he spoke to no one else concerning the events taking place at this conference 

Mr. MATTHEWS stated that he did not take any notes during the 
conference and prepared no memorandum or record concerning it thereafter; 
also, to the best of his recollection, no one came in or went out of the 
conference room during the conference* He stated there was no agenda - 
available prior to the conference as to the topics to be discussed. 

Mr. MATTHEWS does not know JACK ANDERSON* He has previously met 
DREW PEARSON, but has not been in contact with him for the past few years* 

Mr. MATTHEWS had no suggestions or suspicions as to where, or in what manner, 
the alleged leak occurred* 

Mir. MATTHEWS was reinterviewed by Special Agents CONNORS and 
TIERNEY on December 17, 1951* 

The contents of the column of ROBERT S. ALLEN appearing dm the-' 
"Blue Final Edition" of the New York Post, December 13, 1951* concerning 
the White House conference of December 10, 1951, were exhibited to Mr* 
MATTHEWS for his perusal and comments* 
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With respect to the initial comments attributed to General BRADLEY 
by ALLEN to the effect that truce negotiations have reached the point where 
a few concessions on both sides could bring an agreement, Mr. MATTHEWS stated 
that the General did indicate that a stage had been reached where things 
might break quickly, and suggested that we make concessions on minor issues. 

Mr. MATTHEWS stated that a careful review of the communiques and news 
bulletins for the ten days immediately prior to the President's conference 
on December 10 would contain this information. He commented that if the 
New York Times was obtained to cover this period, it would be apparent that 
this statement attributed to General BRADLEY by ALLEN was common knowledge. 
However, this was BRADLEY'S position at the conference. To Mr. MATTHEWS 1 
recollection. General BRADLEY did not make the statement that "They are using 
the rotation issue to try to wrest concessions from us on the air field demand." 

Mr. MATTHEWS described the statements attributed to General HOYT 
VANDENBERG as being inaccurate. He explained that VANDENBERG favored the 
"greater sanction" theory and suggested a withdrawal of the air force and 
ground troops from Korea and their re-deployment in strategic areas such as 
Japan. 

In connection with the statements attributed to General J. LAWTON 
COLLINS concerning rotation of UN troops, Mr. MATTHEWS stated that COLLINS 
may have discussed rotation, but that the matter of rotation was not a 
point in issue at the conference since there was complete agreement as to the 
position of the United Nations on rotation. Mr. MATTHEWS advised that from 
the article it would appear that there was much argument at the conference 
on the rotation issue which is not true. Mr. MATTHEWS could not recall 
General COLLINS' making a statement to the effect that the Reds were demand¬ 
ing concessions as to rotation in order to force us to give in on airfields. 

Mr. MATTHEWS described the statement attributed to General BRADLEY 
as to "the importance of not allowing the Communists to build up a powerful 
air force" as being incorrect since it is common knowledge that the Communists 
already have a powerful air force. 

In connection with the statements attributed to President TRUMAN 
by ALLEN, Mr. MATTHEWS advised that the President may have said that we 
were trying to bring the war to an end and may have remarked that we might 
be making too many concessions, but to his recollection these statements 
were made at the beginning of the conference. He did not recall that the 
President made this statement: "We want to be very careful that We do not 
sell ourselves short in our eagerness to secure a truce for our men." 

In Mr. MATTHEWS' opinion the ALLEN column was an inaccurate report 
of what had occurred at the White House conference on December 10. He felt 
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that if ALLEN had obtained his information from someone attending the confer¬ 
ence, he would have received much more accurate information. He also des¬ 
cribed that ALLEN column as a "poor job n of reporting the conference. In 
conclusion, Mr. MATTHEWS stated that any good newspaperman who had been 
closely following truce negotiations as released to the press prior to the 
White House conference and who maintained close contact with the lower echelon 
of individuals at the Pentagon working on topics of discussion would have been 
in a position to write ALLE N’S column without ever having had contact with 
anyone in attendance at the White House conference. 
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OTTERVIEW WITH HEAR ADMIRAL THCMAS HffiQBBINS, JR. 


Rear Admiral THCMAS H« ROBBINS, JR., member of the Joint Strategic 
Surrey Committee, attached to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was Interviewed at 
hie office. Room 2E1010, on the afternoon of December 19, 19%, by Special 
Agent MAURICE A. TAYLOR. 

Admiral ROBBINS advised that he possessed no information concerning 
the proceedings at the White House Conference on December 10, 1951, with the 
exception of a single item which was brought to his attention, probably at 
noon on the day of the conference, at the regular briefing of Admiral WILLIAM 
FECBTEIER, attended by Admiral ROBBINS and about eight other senior officers. 

He mentioned these briefings are held on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday. 

Admiral ROBBINS advised Admiral FECHTEEER had informed the group 
at the briefing that he had attended the White House Conference and desired 
to apprise them of his remarks opposing a certain course of action in Korea. 

Admiral ROBBINS stated that subsequently it became necessary for 
his committee to consider this point in order to prepare certain recommendations 
for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He stated this item was only one of a number 
in the preparation of their report. At htjo PJM. on Friday, December 14, he 
conferred with Major General CHARLES CABELL, ALONZO JB^FQX and Colonel E. C. 

^JCSESS, who constitute the Joint Strategic Survey Committee and discussed the 
above point raised by Admiral FECBTEIER. On Monday, December 17, Admiral 
ROBBINS contacted General CMAR BRADLEY in the presence of Major Generals 
CHAREES^eABELL and EIMER J. ROGERS, and advised General BRADLEY that in connection 
with the positions taken by his Committee on the point in question, they were 
aware of the remarks of Admiral FECBTEIER at the White House. Admiral ROBBINS 
advised that this constituted all knowledge in his possession concerning the 
White House Conference and all discussions in which he had participated on this 
subject* 
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. S. EVERETT GLEASON 


Mr. S. EVERETT GLEASON, Deputy Executive Secretary, National 
Security Council, was interviewed by Special Agents JOSEPH A. CONNORS and 
PAUL J. TIERNEY on December 17, 1951., 

Mr. GLEASON advised that Mr. JAMES E. LAY, JR., Executive Secre¬ 
tary, National Security Council, immediately after returning from the 
White House conference on December 10, 1951, advised Mr. GLEASON that the 
conference would not necessitate any changes in a draft with which Mr. 
GLEASON was concerned. Mr. GLEASON explained that he and a small group of 
individuals had been working on a National Security Council draft which 
contained recommendations relating to the present truce negotiations in 
Korea and which possibly would be affected by the conference. At this time, 
the information furnished Mr. GLEASON by Mr. LAY concerning the conference 
was only enough to assure Mr. GLEASON that the draft would not have to be 
changed. 

GLEASON stated that at approximately h'00 P.M. on December 10, 
he contacted JOHN^HffiRSON, Planning Officer, Far Eastern Bureau, Department 
of State, who was also vorking on the NSC draft and advised EMERSON that 
no changes in the draft would be necessary as a result of the White House 
conference on that date. According to GLEASON, he furnished EMERSON no 
further information. EMERSON advised GLEASON that he understood from his 
superiors in the State Department that no changes would be necessary. 


„ GLEASON stated that he may have telephonically contacted 
I I who is the Department of National Defense representative assisting in 

the preparation of the draft, and advised him that no changes in the draft 
would be necessary as a result of the Whi te Hous e conference. GLEASON could 
not definitely recall if he had contacted I l in this connection. 

According to GLEASON, I l is on the staff of Mr. FRANKPrTfllCSH, 

Special Assistant to Secretary of Defense LOVETT. 

GLEASON advised that on raidmorning, December 12, 1951, Mr. LAY orally 
advised him in more detail as to the' position taken by various individuals at 
the White House conference on December 10. This briefing of GLEASON took place 
in Mr. LAY'S office. No one else was present, GLEASON took no notes, and 
GLEASON has not discussed with any other individual the detailed briefing 
furnished him by Mr. LAY. 

GLEASON advised that to the best of his recollection LAY indicated 
that General VANDEMBERG suggested pulling out our air force in the event a 
cease-fire was obtained in Korea, and that the President expressed some con¬ 
cern lest the North Koreans drive all the way down to Pusan. As he further 
recalled. General COLLINS assured the President that the Army could hold the 
line. 
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In connection with Lai's briefing, ife*. GLEASON recalled that 
the President indicated a willingness to follow along the lines suggested 
by General BRADLEY and that previously he had been worried that the 
United States might be making too many concessions* 

The column of ROBERT 3. ALLEN appearing in the New York Post 
December 13, 1951, was exhibited to J4r. GLEASON* He stated that from 
his understanding the statements attributed to General BRADLEY and to 
the President by ALLEN expressed the thoughts of these individuals 
as relayed to him by LAY* 

GLEASON advised that prior to attending the conference on 
the morning of December 10, LAI may have mentioned to him the fact, that 
the President was concerned over the matter of concessions. He added 
that he definitely did not mention this fact to anyone nor had he had 
any knowledge as to whether other individuals in Washington were aware 
of the President’s attitude prior to the conference* 

GLEASON advised that his social life was limited to his family 
and very close friends of long standing whose intelligence precluded 
them from ever making, inquiry as to the nature of his assignments* 

He has no newspaper friends and does not know columnist DREW PEARSON, 

JACK ANDERSON, or any of their representatives. Mr. GLEASON stated 
that he had been concerned about this matter and had been considering 
the whole thing in his own mind. From past experience, he knew that in 
some instances stories are "planted” with columnists in order to 
accomplish some objective that would benefit the individual giving the 
story* In analyzing this possibility as applied to the facts in instant 
case, he could see no objective to be obtained by so doing. He stated 
there has been no "knock down fight" on any matters of policy and that 
contrariwise there had been a high degree of unanimity of thinking by 
all individuals at the conference concerning the issues involved, and 
therefore it was his conclusion that the story appearing in the news¬ 
paper had not been "planted." 
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. JOHN K^SMERSON 

Mr. JOHN K. EMJ2RS0N, Planning Officer, Advisory Bureau, Far Eastern 
Affairs, Department of State, was interviewed by Special Agents JOSEPH A. 
CONNORS, JR., and PAUL J. TIERNEY in his office. Room 3011, New State Depart¬ 
ment Building, on December 18, 1951. 


Mr. EMERSON advised that he was one of several individuals who 
with Mr. S. EVERETT GLEASON, National Security Council, were preparing a 
National Security Council draft concerned with present truce negotiations in 
Korea. 


According to Mr. EMERSON, on December 10, 1951, subsequent to the 
White House conference, his superior, Mr. ALEXIS JOHNSON, indicated to him 
that as a result of the conference no changes in the draft on which- EMERSON 
was working would be necessary. Mr. JOHNSON furnished him no further informa¬ 
tion concerning the White House conference. 


Mr. EMERSON advised that subsequently Mr. GLEASON telephoned him also 
indicating that no draft changes were necessitated as a result of the conference. 
Mr. GLEASON furnished him no further information concerning the White House 
conference. 
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Mr. S. EVERETT GLEASON previously indicated that he may have called 
when he, GLEASON, learned that as a result of the White House 
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Conference on. December 10, that it would be unnecessary to make any changes 


in the draft of a NSC paper that 


had assisted in preparing. Mr. 


GEEASON wa s doubtf ul at the tim e of th e original interview with him that he 
had called I I nevertheless, I I was personally contacted and questioned 

whether he had received a call from Mr.! GLEASON concerning this matter. He 
stated that he had not, and further that he was advised by no one of any de¬ 
tails relating to the President's conference of December 10, 1951. 


INTERVIEW WITH MR. ALEXIS JOHNSON 

Mr. ALEXIS JOHNSON, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Far Eastern Affairs, 
Department of State, was interviewed by Special Agents JOSEPH A. CONNORS, JR., 
and PAUL J. TIERNEY, on December 18, 1951. 
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Mr. JOHNSON advised that he had worked on the draft of instructions 
prepared for General MATTHEW RIDGWAY with PL FREEMAN MATTHEWS, Deputy Under 
Secretary, State Department, CHARLESffBOHLEN, Counselor, State Department, and 
others. Mr. JOHNSON was interested in the decisions reached at the White House 
conference on December 10 only in so far as it affected the draft which he 
helped prepare for General RIDGWAY. When Mr. MATTHEWS returned from the 
President's conference he called Mr, JOHNSON and told him that the draft had 
been approved as drafted. He did not go into any detail at this time. Later 
in the afternoon he spoke with Mr. JOHNSON in a general fashion and told him 
that the general philosophy of the men who.had worked on the draft had been 
adopted at the White House conference and that there w r as no objection to the 
message being transmitted to General RIDGWAY. He did not furnish Mr. JOHNSON 
with a detailed summarization of the views of those present at the conference. 
Mr. JOHNSON in turn advised Mr. ROBERT JyfMcCLHRKIN, his principal assistant, 
who is Assistant Director in the Office ox North East Asia Affairs which 
handles Korea and Japan, and told McCLURKIN that their draft had been approved. 
He stated that this was all he told McCLURKIN as actually it was all he knew. 

He also indicated that he possibly told the same to JOHN EMERSON, Planning 
Officer, Planning Advisory Bureau, Far Eastern Affairs. 

The DREW PEARSON column appearing in the New York Daily Mirror of 
December 5, 1951, was exhibited to Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. JOHNSON advised that he 
had no previous knowledge of the existence of this column. He stated that he 
was in no position to comment as to whether the column accurately portrayed 
the White House conference of December 10 because he had never been advised 
as to the details thereof. 
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INTERVIEW WITH MR. JOSEPH SHORT 

Mr. JOSEPH SHORT, Press Secretary of the White House, was inter¬ 
viewed by Inspector CARL E. HENNRICH and Special Agent KENNETH T. DELAVIGNE., 

He advised that he possessed no prior knowledge as to the matters which were 
to be discussed at the White House conference on December 10, 1951* Mr. 

SHORT informed that upon the termination of the conference, he was authorized 
by the President, following co nsultation wLth Admiral DENNISON and Admiral 
SOUERS, to release to the press, the statement that the President had dis - 
cussed world affairs and no decisions on policy were reached. Mr. SHORT stated 
that because of his lack of knowledge as to the actual discussions of the 
conference, he was, of course, necessarily limited to the authorized statement 
in his contact with the press. He produced from his files, in substantiation 
of his statement, and furnished a typewritten copy which he informed fully 
covers all comments and questions made at this press release. 

Mr. SHORT said that FRED BLUMENTHAL, of DREW PEARSON'S office, 
at times covers the White House. He was unable to state whether BLUMENTHAL 
had been present on December 10, but indicated he was relatively certain he 
did not see him on this date. He was unable to furnish any statement which 
would indicate who may have been responsible for the leak of information 
from the President's conference of December 10, 1951* In discussing this 
matter, Mr. SHORT furnished certain background and activities which had come 
to his attention, concerning DREW PEARSON, which he indicated had served as 
confirmation for.his opinion as to the unscrupulous nature of PEARSON, but in 
relating this background, was unable to tie any of these activities into the 
instant investigation. 
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General Smith stated he felt the Director might desire 
to know the above facts in view of the alleged leak from the 
White House conference 
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the conference prior to the preparation of the Pears&n column'/f\vy 
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Admiral ,:>uuers, special C5ftsultafiT to tKe Ptcaidant, called and 
1‘fated he was very much interested m ayrapemoraadam to the Attorney O uerai 
^dated i ebruary 20, 1952 regarding Drew Pearaon. He stated he had tried to 
prevent the request for such inve&tigatians'~iTdc¥'w« would not he able to 
prosecute and would only antagonise goad newspapermen who would rush to 
} earson's defease following the mistaken belief that the freedom oi the press 
was involved. Admiral ouuers stated that he had briefed the President about 
my memorandum. 1 indicated to him that 1 was concerned about the waste of 
thousands of dollars and manpower. Admiral douers stated he had straightened 
>ut Joseph Short, Secretary to the President, and he told me that Short had 
told him to stop all the investigations, but the Admiral stated ol course we could 
not do this as some of these investigations may be based on the possibility'of 
espionage but it might be possible to stop those that the President had specifically 
requested. The Admiral stated he was not doing this officially now but was just 
talking to me on a personal basis and 1 told him i understood perfectly. He stated 
he told the -resident he was going to show this memorandum to Mr. Short and to 
Admiral Dennison, Naral Aide to the President, and he had told the President of 
the procedure followed by the NSC in tracking down leaks whereby each agency 
was responsible lor locating its own leak. 1 stated 1 had tried to point out in my 
memorandum that there are literally hundredsoi people us some ot those cases /J / 
who have access to classified and top secret material and there should be a 
tightening up of the distribution of a lot oi this information. Aomiral boners 
stated that the President had told him hereafter to track down the leaks according 
to the procedure he had indicated NSC had followed. Admiral bouers then 
inquired if we had many more current investigations oi Rearson and i told him 
we had practically finished; that I thought there were no more pending. 

Very truly yours. 
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February 15> 1952 



L. B. HIQiiOLS 



The Attorney General called on, February 13, 1952, and 
stated that he had a recollection that the Director recently 
informed him that in connection.with one of our investigations 
. of Drew Pearson we had 1-earned of a group of individuals 
who are meeting ,at Dre-vKarearspn’i house, one of whom was 
Clayton Fritchey of the Defense Agency. ‘The Attorney General 
stated that McKinney of the National Democratic Committee 
was thinking of bringing Fritchey into the National Democratic 
Committee and the Attorney General had.told McKinney to hold up 
until he could check. Likewise, he stated he had heard that 
Fritchey was being considered for a White House appointment . 
and the Attorney General felt that under the circumstances, 
Fritchey would not be a good security risk. 


The Attorney General also asked if our investigation 
of Drew Pearson, growing out of the use of the McArthur 
messages in 1950 was conclusive. 


After talking to the Director, I advised the Attorney General 
that the Director had talked, to him about the investigation of 
Drew Pearson and had pointed out that Fritchey was an old Friend - 
of Pearson and played bridge at Pearson’s house on the average- 
of once a month and was at Pearson^ house on the evening that 
General Bradley had talked to J ackmanderso n and had succeeded 
in killing a portion of Pearson’s column. I told the Attorney 
General that what the Director had in mind was that an official 
of the Government could not play bridge at periodical intervals, 
with a close friend without being pumped. The Attorney General 
stated this was sufficient. j 


With reference to the McArthur investigation, I told the 
Attorney General he might prefer to have the Criminal Division 
go over our reports which had Been sent to the Department-and 
give him an opinion since it would be inappropriate for us to 
draw any conclusions. In response to his inquiry, I told him ■ 
that our investigation had been brought to a close after it N • 
had been determined that the McArthur messages had been given 
very widespread dissemination. \ 
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Reference la made to your memorandum dated 
April 1, 1952, your reference, JMMtCENtbjn, in which you 
requested to he apprised of Statements made by White 
House Press Secretary, Joseph Short, during the course 
of our investigation, as reflected in the report of 
Special Agent In Charge R. B. Hood, dated December 22, 
1951. 

In compliance with your request, please be 
advised that Mr* Short also stated that it has his 
belief that Drew Pearson extensively uses newspaper 
reporters who are associated with reputable news 
media and who feed to Pearson, for a price, off-the- 
record comments, which are made in the course of 
legitimate interviews and which the news media represented 
by the particular reporter, would not use because it 
is "off-the-record *” In this c onnection. Mr. Short stated 
he underst ood that I | formerly of Trans - Radio 

Press, and | | while employed by CBS, were 

among those "peddling" information to Pearson. He 
farther stated that it was his understanding that 
above two individuals had been caught, but that K^kh%d 
no doubt there were others. - r> ^ 
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STANDARD FORM NO. 64 


Office Memorcmdum • united states government 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 



W. A. 


BRAN I GAN fh 


DREW PEARSON 
ESPIONAGE - X 


DATE: July 29, 1952 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINS! 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED • 
OATi AIM 


In connection with Mr. Nichols ’ memorandum to „ T a r “I~ 

Mr. Belmont dated June 16, 1952, entitled 11 Confidential ■***»*. 

Files Maintained in Room 6527” it was reque sted that 
pertinent files maintained in the above room be reviewed * A 
for the purpose of determiAg whether or not there was p ' "“ nay — 
still a need for the maintaining of the same. 

^ j a ryp ^ 

File 65-60573 has been reviewed and it is requestedpfyj'^ 
that due to the nature of the content of this file it still be 
maintained in Room 6527. / <c\ e? 


The above file reflects the investigation requested 
by Mr. Robert Lovett, Secretary of Defense, which request was 
based on instructions received from the President. The 
investigation concerned classified information revealed by 
Drew Pearson and RoberA -jS^^Uen„relati ve to a White House 
Conference on December 1.0, 1951. The Conference was called by 
President Truman and attended by a number of key civilian 
and military perso nnel. At this Conference, the Korean War 
situation was the main topic of discussion and far-reaching 
decisions were made, which decisions were classified as "rjfrp 

In view of these far-reaching dec isi ons, it is felt 
that only limited access should be had to the file until the 
Korean War is over. At the conclusion of the Korean War, this 
file can be maintained in the General Records Files Section. 

The above file should be made available for review; 
however, the information contained therein should not be 
disseminated without prior approval of the Espionage Section. 
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jn accordance with your 
a memorandum, concerning 


request, there is 
the results of th 


investigation in tile case entitled ^Drewffeapspji, 


attached 
Bureau r s 

(Column of December 15, 1951); jack-Northmad^^nderson, aka 
jack^Mnderson; Robert sff Allen (column of December 13, 1951); 
Espionage - X- n Bolih'fyrew "Pearson and Robert S. Allen 
published information discussed at a white House Conference 
held December 10, 1951, which was classified 
information. The investigation reflected a close associa¬ 
tion between Mr, Clayton Fritchey, Director, Office of 
public Information, and Drew Pearson, although no informa¬ 
tion was developed that Mr. Fritchey had prior knowledge 
of the material published in Pearson's column. This in¬ 
vestigation did not determine the source from which Pearson 
obtained his information. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


V 


V 


If you approve, the attached memorandum may be 
forwarded to the Attorney General. 
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The Attorney General 


March 27, 1953 ‘ 
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| Is Daily Mirror" on Deoemoer Vn December 13, 
PV Allen, in on articl e »» f^ff^flZcuoJd at a flttta JJoue. 
^ Sa* 1952, purported t 7 n 1057 <n reaard to tfte cease- 

i»nr3 jon/erence held Dece cernina* Korea. The information was 
irti firt %hU Bureau conducted an investi - 

nnltfrf™, L Malresided o’er Stf president Trumnn and at - 

t tendedVy sTxtefn *'V civilian and military personnel. 

Those in attendance weret 

president Truman _ rtl .. 

Secretary of Defense Robert A. Looey 
General Omar Bradley, Chief of Staff 
General J* Lawton Collins, Army 
General Hoyt S* Vendenberg. Air 

Admiral William fechteler, # a y chiefs of Sta 

General Charles P. V abell > Director of joint cnieps o, 

t,i.r Secretary Frank C • pace. Army 

f w / secretary Thomas J5% Finletter, Air ? : f 

; / I 1 '8. Acting Secretary Francis P. J^auy - r- 

Acting Secretary James £. * ebb * state ~' J 

Mr* H* Freeman Matthews, State : 

Afirl' gM»e» «>»«• «, » ««e »“ « , P 

I . jamea Cay, Rational Security council i- 

1 MAR General Harry Vaughan, White X° ua * ' P. r 

I -Admiral Harry L* Dennison, White Houy r 

.U. ; Qeneral Robert Landry, White House ££ - 

The civilian and military personnel attendf n 9 *** 
Toison_ Tn *y v + ipwed and a ii denied any unautnorieed 

SSt— d«Ml»«ur. 0 / the Miters diseased ^ others 

SZ= Vr. Joseph Short, .^‘te Wooe Preoe Seoretarj ood o ; ftere 

r;„= wfto had 6een furnished the »n/or»ot*pn o» .° , 

T-cy—- 6asi#, w were also interviewed with similar results. T , . 
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The attorney € moral 


March 87, 1959 


intereism reflects*$ that no one toot >wtti during the coa~ 
/ipmn except Jans* lag, who turned the mime ever tc 
President Truman, and me erne dictated a msmomndm concerning 
the conference except Secretary f inletter* All copies of 
that memorandum were accounted for* Beth the columns written 
by prm fear earn and lob:rt 3* Allen indicated the writers tied 
a firsthand know!edge ef i shat ooc.rrsd at the conference, each 
a* the manner in which the President strode into the room, 
griming and abating hands all around* fhs cclwms purported 
to highlight the dieoueeiem, and both mere limited to the 
diecuestem an the emoe-fire negotiations* 

2t was the consensus of thorn persons interviewed 
who had read the columns that me reporting me relatively 
accurate os to the -joints discussed in connection kith the 
cease-fire a egetiattons, hut inaccurate cc to the quotations 
attributed to the individuals present* individuals inter¬ 
viewed believed the columns had been prepared with at least 
some information as ts the points discussed and particularly 
with regard to the cease-fire negotiations* 

The tai>« 0 tf$of ioo developed that there had existed a 
social relationship of Imj standing between Drew Pearson and 
Mr* Clayton Frttchsy, Director, Office of JPublic info mat ton. 
Department of Defeme* l# r* admitted he had known 

prem Pearson for ten years and visited with him periodie&lly 
about once a month* Me had been at Drew Pearson's horns 
playing bridge on the evening of December 19, 1J51, at which 
time Pearson exhibited to him an article pertaining to the 
Whits Mourn Conference, which Mr* frttchsy read* Mr* ^rltehey 
stated that the article impressed him me being rather 
innocuous, but, despits the fact that it me not sensational, 
it indioatsd a leak had occurred in a very important conference, 
which of i toe If me significant* Be stated he did not surest 
this ts Pearson, nor did he suggest that Pearson uLthhald 
publication of the column* Mr* rntchey stated he did not . 
mm the source ef Pearson's information hut that it me a 
well-known fact that prom Pearson had excellent sources of 
informtien and that this sort of thing occurred regularly* 








TM Attorney General 


ttareh 97, loss 


The inveetigatien diti dot develop information that 
Wr* fritehey mo in possession, of the foeto regarding the 
White House conference prior to the date that Pear eon 
shamed him thio article* Secretary of Defenoe Lovett 
advieed that eo far of, he hnem Fritehey me not in 
possession of ouch tof enact ion. 

Information me aloe developed that the Acting 
secretary of the envy Franein P* whitekntr had been 
vieitod previmely by Prm Pmreon on tm cocastenn and 
aim If Fred Slxmemtkal, a Pea roan employee* tfr* thitehatr 
had nailed Pwareon on December 19, 19$1, with ike Preoiden$ t e 
approval, far the purpeee of attempting to prevent the 
publication of peoraon’o column* At thio time* Mr* Vhitehair 
indicated concern tc Peareon that ha night be limed for the 
lead, but Penmen told Whttehair ho should not be apprehensive 
etnee he had net told Pearson anything, and Penman commented 
that he mo on old friend of General Bradley and may other 
friends of hio mere at the conference and ho named the then 
secretary of the Air farm Thonao I* Pinletter, General Boyt 
Vaadenberg* and the then Acting Secretary of State Jtemeo • 
i*m*(iy) uoc^ss^st AJh/y tyt 6//s/?^. 

Tke reeulte of the investigation conducted by thie 
Bureau mere mode available to the then Attorney General 
Bernard J* McGrath, the then Deputy Attorney General 
A* revttt fanoeh, the then secretary ef Defence Hebert A* 
Lovett* and the then Administrative A si etc»t to treoidemt 

Admired Sidney *# severe* 

* 
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Mr. Walt Yeagley of the Department on January 13, 1954, 
mentioned that the Department is still actively considering our 1 

investi gati ve reports concerning instances wherein Drew Pears^Df^-^-- 
published allegedly classified information. He said the Depart - 
ment wants to be sure that Pearson could not put up a defense 
that the information he published came from official sources, 
and particularly high sources in the Department of Defense who 
would have the authority to declassify the information. Pursuant 
to thi3, the Department has contacted Roger Keyes, Under Secretary 
of Defense, who has given assurance that the information in /- 

question wa3 not declassified and could not have been legitimately 
obtained by Pearson. The Department is pursuing this further by 
checking to see what witnesses could be produced by the Department 
of Defense to 3how that this material was classified and could noi 
have been obtained legitimately. 

Mr. Yeagley did not know whether the Department will 
call Pearson before a Grand Jury or whether any action will be 
t&ken as a result of the present study being afforded the case. 

For your information. / g-— / , 

g JAN 25 1954 MWffiffl ® ** ~ 

ASBitlo ^ EX-124 
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,. ,UB J BCT: DREW PEARSON BROADCAST 
SEPTEMBER 3, 1955 
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datb: September 9, 
1955 
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Reference ia mode po my memorandum dated September 6, 
1955, pointing out that JjacN^ndezsPJl substituted for Pearson i 
on the September 3, 1955f~T>roadcdst and the memorandum also set i 
forth items of possible interest to the Bureau • One of the 
] items stated "Our atomic scientists have simplified the complex 
H-Bomb and designed an H weapon so self-compact that it can be 
carried on a fighter bomber. This baby H-Bomb has a one megaton 
punch that is equal to one million tons of TNT." The memorandum 
stated that this matter was being checked with the Atomio Energy 
Commission (AEC). 


_ On September 8, 1955, Liaison Agen t Bates contacted 

| of the AEC; Colonel 

I Q-f 7Ke~ LTUTsTon of Hilttary Applications. AEC: _, 

q>nd I I of the Security Division, AEC. | | 

and Colonel | f both indicated concern over the above 

statement in that TBippears to report latest up-to-date develop- be 
ment in this particular field. They both felt that this amounted hlc 
to a disclosure of sensitive and classified information • 

I I commented that he would obtain a copy of the 

Pearson broadcast from the AEC Public Information Office and would 
have it officially reviewed by the AEC's Classification Division 
for an official opinion as to whsih£jr_gz_not the statement con¬ 
tained classified information. I j stated if so 9 the AEC 

would then direct a letter to tne "Bureau pointing out its concern 
and possibly asking for investigation• 


tfi 
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/ 

This matter will be followed with AEC and you will be 
kept advised. 
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BY coimm &ZSYZCE 

s Sspteub&r 24, JOSS 

(original and one) 

• Director of Special Investigations 
The Inspector General 

Department of the Air Force A 

Building Tempo E . /' f/ 

Fourth and Adams Drive, £, 8. | t !ifM 

Washington, D, £T. I 

: John Edgar hoover. Director <f 

Federal Bureau of Investigation Lu (pM f 
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Attached is a copy cf an article appearing in 
‘'The Fcshington Post and Times Herald* new paper an Septem¬ 
ber 6, 195$, entitled "Talk of Impeaching FPC head heard/* 

by Jack Anderson • In that- portion cf the article captioned 
'-A-Bomb Warning," Hr, f,mlerron states, "A confidential 
blue, booklet, meant far Air Force eyes only, warns bluntly 
that Atomic weapons nay be need to stop future 'snail 
ware*, " Hr, Anderson’then purports to quote directly 
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Latter to Director 

Special Investigations 
The Inspector Tenoral 
Department of the Air v orce 


1?j> Tompkins ad vises that upon receipt of this 
information ''he Internal ‘i-scurity Hitts ton of the Depart¬ 
ment of fustic a mill advise mh other any further action 
is warranted in this case. Tour sari test attention to 
this matter util be appreciated. 



Referral/Direct 
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Assistant Attorney General (ortg, <a 1) 
William F, Tompkins 


October 10, 1955 
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JACK ANDUiSOti, DftTE *** 

: A "The Washington Post and Times Herald " 
y*Article Entitled "Talk of Impeaching i'PC 
Head Heard," in September d, 1955, Issue 
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Hefersnce is made to your communication dated 
September 14, 1955, in which you requested that appropriate 
officials of the United States Air Force be asked certain 
questions with respect to the captioned article, 

By memcrendim dated October 1, 1955, the 
Department of the Air Force advised that the pamphlet 
in question, prepared at the Air War College of the Air 
University, is entitled "The Air Force end Motional 
Security Pol icy," and is not classified, The Department 
of the Air Force advised that portions of the captioned 
article may be found in the following excerpts from the 
aforementioned pamphlets 

(1) "Under the former concept atomic munitions 

were to be employed only against an atomic aggressor who 
had directly attacked the United States or one of our 
allies, This wc3 c pattern of general war* It has been 
pointed out that now the policy oj 'massive retaliatory 
capability' loosens the restrictions on offensive air 
power, brings into consideration the queetion of a choice 
in the use of munitions, and thus gives the opportunity 
for a degree of flexibility and versatility which previously 
was not present, It could now be possible for the tremendous 
force in queetion to be used in other than general war as 
c powerful deterrent to lesser aggressions, Accordingly, 
an aggressor could no longer assume that the United States 
would be willing to permit him to select the geography end \ 
munitions of another contest," (Section /I, pages 5 and 3) p 


4 f\V v "' 

(8) "In terms of hot war, the United States is “ r ^ 
readying for a decisive air wer to be fought principally 
with nuclear weapons. This type of hot war has been 
accepted as the likeliest by both the military and the i H ’ 
higher governmental authorities,'' (Section VI, page 5) p’-FM 


JFWthpf.f/ j 
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Memorandum to Ay*is font Attorney general 
nillia a A Tompkins 


(3) n The current &V 8, military strategy doss not 
tio no down to an all-out war • Fo do not kaM to empty a whole 
basket 0 / eggs /or each emergency* neither do aw fcavo to trot 
out a heavyweight bower if tbs welter-weight type can do the 
/ob and get out without getting killed htmeelf, (Section VI, 
page IS) 

The Department of the Air Force aleo advised as followst 
n Tht pamphlet woe circulated in May, 1954, to Air Force 
Commanders as unclassified material which should be handled 
and retained tn Atr Force channels only • It is not known how 
Mr, Anderson obtained the quoted excerpts, 

*Specific answers to the questions you raised are 
not being made sinew the document in question is not classified, 

■In the event additional information is desired, it will be 
furnished upon request, n 

It is requested that you advise whether you desire 
any further investigation by this Bureau in this matter, 
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Honorable J. Edgar Hoover 1 W§£) , 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation //> 

U. S. Department of Justice . 

Washington 25, D. C* 



Received 

Di 


from 0 s4 


ATTN: 


RE: 


MR. J. DAUNT, Liaison Agent 

6 

(Unclassified) JACK ANDERSON, 
The Washington Post and Times 
Herald, Article Entitled^Talk 
of Impeaching FPC Head Heard", 
in September 8, 1955 Issue 




Dear Sir: 




, v: ; U h J 

Reference is made to your letter dated 14 September 1955- 


Attached is a copy of a pam phlet prepared at the Air War 
College of the Air University, entitled "Th^nl^r Force and 
National Security Policy". Portions of Subject article may 
be found in Section VI; (a) pages 2 and 3 , (b) page 5, and 
(d) page 15* The text in question has been marked with red 
pencil. 

The pamphlet was circulated in May, 1954, to Air Force 
Commanders as unclassified material which should be handled 
and retained in Air Force channels only. It is not known how 
Mr. Anderson obtained the quoted excerpts. 



Specific answers to the questions you raised are not being 
made since the document in question is not classified. In the 
event additional information is desired, it will be furnished 
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to : Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation date: 

William F. Tompkins, Assistant Attorney General, 

Internal Security Division 

/ 

SUBJECT: JACK ANDERSON, 

"The Washington Post and Times Herald" 

Article Entitled "Talk of Impeaching FPC 
Head Heard," in September 8, 1955, Issue 
ESPIONAGE - X 


Reference is made to rry memorandum dated September lit, 1955, and 
to your memorandum dated October 10, 1955, concerning the captioned 
matter. You have requested to be advised whether this Division desires 
any further investigation in this case. 

You pointed out in your memorandum that the Department of the Air A> 
Force advised on October 1, 1955, that the pamphlet in question, prepared - 
at the Air War College of the Air University, is entitled "The Air Force// j 
and National Security Policy," and is not classified. In view of the 
latter statement, no further investigation is being requested in this 
matter. 
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ALL FBI INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 

DATE 06-25-2007 BY 603245 auc/baxr/rs/1 jm 
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- Liaison. 


/■;. :i 65-6057$ 

I 6 • 


t 




Bates 



November IS, 2955 


BT COUBim SEE TICE 


fos Birector of Special Investigations ( or % a 

The Inspector General 1 9 * 

Department of the Air farce 
Building Tempo E 
4th and Adams Drive, 3* w* 

Washington, B* Cm 



froms John Edgar Soever, Director 

federr.l Bureau of Investigation 

Subjects JAGS AMUBSQU, *¥BS fASUINOTQM POST 
AMD TIMES ZEiUsJi” MfSCLi ENTITLEJ 
"TALK Of IMrExGElM /PC MEAL UlAHL, ,f 
Iii SEPTEMBER 3, 1355, ISSUE 
ESUGsSm - Z 
(Your file 34-0-336) 


Reference is made to your communication 
dated November 4, 1935* 

On October 14, 1955, Assistant Attorney 
General William J# Tompkins advised that since the 
pamphlet entitled tf The Air force and National Security 
relief 1 was not classified, no further investigation 
woe b$U\§ requested* Accordingly, this matter is not 
being pursued jurthcr by this Bureau* 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 


34-0-936 

Honorable J. Edgar Hoover 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U. S. Department of Justice 
Washington 25, D„ C. 


4 NOV 1955 


ATTN: Mr. J. Daunt, Liaison Agent 


RE: JACIC~ANDERSON, The Washington^ost and ^ , ■.>/ , 
Times Herald article entitleu "Talk of ^ 
Impeaching J^FC Head Heard", in September 
8 , 1955, issue / 

• A 


Dear Sir: 


Reference is made to our letter dated 1 October 195^, subject and 
file as above. 

Information is requested as to whether this matter is being pursued 
further by your Bureau. 

Sincerely, | i 


ALL FBI INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 

DATE 06-25-2007 BY 60324 auc/baw/rs/1ju 


1064442 


| Lt Colonel, 1 
\ Counter Intelligence Div 
Directorate of Special Investigations 

rr be Inspector General 


fiS'" 

Kp x^ v 

V 

v' 




INDEXEB- 




8 •ftOV<®fl955 


r\ - ••* 


.4 « 

kf 


A ft \ .A 


nro 


0£ i’ iOii'il 


uisihY 

(AFR 1 








FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
FOI/PA 

DELETED PAGE INFORMATION SHEET 
FOI/PA# 1356764-1 

Total Deleted Page(s) = 8 


Page 

98 - 

- Duplicate; 

Page 

99 - 

- Duplicate; 

Page 

100 

~ Duplicate; 

Page 

101 

~ Duplicate; 

Page 

102 

~ Duplicate; 

Page 

103 

~ Duplicate; 

Page 

104 

~ Duplicate; 

Page 

105 

~ Duplicate; 


XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
X Deleted Page(s) X 
X No Duplication Fee X 
X For this Page X 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 





Q J 


File Number 62-HQ-117353 is responsive to both FOIA Numbers 1104977-001 (GRAY) & 1104839-001 
(KELLEY). 

1 u . . HP. , V 'l!l III . I ■- 

Assoc. Dir. _ 

_-n \ Dep. AD Adm. _ 

^~ rr . \ .' f •*/./• .rDep. AD Inv. 

P L'r ; .i . * r ' ‘A _ yN- v Asst. Dir.-. 

FD-36 iRev.’S-iltfiT • \/■/./// \ ' ^<r;, .* ■'}-y Adm. Serv- 

/> L"/ -y Ext. Affairs_ 

^ FBI c * n - ,nv -- 

ft ) Date^g^^ t 2gy 7 6 Inspection- 

‘ • ln,el1, _ 

f 1 • ulQmm 

PlanA Evql. __ 

Rec. Mgnt. _ 

Spec. Inv. __ 

j|v-- . Training __ 

(>. Telephone Rm. _ 

Director Sec*y _ 


Transmit the following in 


#t|# 76 


(Type in plain 


(Prece 



- ! .T'* s ’ ' 


TO: DIREQJ&OlT, FBI 

(ATJFN: T.E0AL COUNSEL 
FROM: 5*0, WFO (62-NEW) (P) 

JACK J\, ANDERSON. 
versus RICHARD M. 

~d'i< H /j//V 

U. S.D.STTd.C. 

CIVIL ACTION #76-17011 \ 




/j//?/ 71 


Arr'ktwl 


Enclosed for tl^^ureJm are three copies of a 
Summons and Complaint^ncaptioned matter in which FBI 
Director , CLARENCE ML/KELLEY _i s a named d efendan t. "** 

This is an action foj^tdemiclfel&s and declaratory / 

relief due to alledged unlawful abridgement of ANDERSON'S * 
First Amendment Rights as a journalist and his right of 
privacy to be free form /unlawful search and seizure and to 
the protection of his life, liberty and property from interference 
without due process of law. It is noted that ANDERSON seeks 
only declaratory relief from defendant, CLARENCE M. KELLEY. 


One copy of “he attZve Summons and Complaint was 
served at WFO on 9/29/76, by^Que U.S. Marshal’s Service, 
Washington. D. C. (-D&jjj ^ ^ - / ,9 3 ^ _ X 

WFO is forwarding one copy of the Summons and ' 
Complaint to the United States Attorney, WDC under a separate 
cover. ■ 


Washington, D 


ny of'^he al 
9/29/76, bj 


One copy of the Summons and Complaint will^b^Aiv - V 7 
maintained in captioned WFO file. 

, .. 

WFO will follow tlpia matter in U. ,S. District Court 

for the District of Columbia, / „ I s&msJtMte ? 

n aBij^oiosffis^r_^ 

2/ Bureau (Enclosures 3) ■’ *' - ^/f SJtf 

l- wfo , . r/r be 

DFH: bjh b7c 

(3) _ J __ 
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. M Per. 


icial Agent in Charge 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

■ ) ■ • 
Plaintiff, ) 

.) ‘ 

v. ,• ) Civil Action No. 7§-1794 ___ 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

) - . ' 

Defendants. ) 

___ ) . ■ 

© . • ■ 

FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO DEFENDANT 
CLARENCE M. KELLEY, DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Plaintiff requests that defendant Kelley produce, on or before 
the forty-fifth day after service of the summons and complaint in 
this action upon him, pursuant to Rule 34, F.R.Civ.P., at the of¬ 
fices of plaintiff's attorney William A. Dobrovir, 2005 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, for inspection and copying, the fol¬ 
lowing records, defined to include, but without limitation, docu¬ 
ments or writings whether handwritten, typed or printed, voice re¬ 
cordings or any other tangible object which records or relates to 
any of the matters listed below. ~. 

1. Records which are a record of, relate to or reflect any of 
the information described in Interrogatory 1.0-1.18, served this day. 

2. Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General 
on May.29, 1969, June 4, 1969, and May 4, 1970, requesting autho¬ 
rization to wiretap a newsman based upon information supplied by 
Colonel' Alexander M.„ Haig, then a member of defendant Henry A. 
Kissinger's National Security Council staff. 

3. Reports sent from the FBI to President Nixon regarding 
Burveiilance of newsmen, dated May 28? July 10, 15, 25; August 1, 

13; October 24, 1969; May 11? November 6, .14, 17, 27, 1970. Re¬ 
ports sent from the FBI to defendant H. R. Haldeman regarding 
electronic surveillance of newsmen, dated May 14, 18, 21; June 

23, 25, 29; July 7, 10? September 4; October 29, 1970; November 
13; December 15, 18, 22, 1970; January 5, 7, 19, 22, 27, 29, 1971. 


Greenberg/Gray-4015 





4. Reports from the FBI to defendant Henry Kissinger regard¬ 
ing electronic surveillance of newsmen, dated May 13, 29; December 
3, 1969; January 15, 21, 1970. 

5. Investigation report from Cortland Jones, circa August 

1969, which relates the surveillance of a Washington correspon- 
dent's lunch with a member of the National Security Council at 
the Occidental Restaurant on August 6, 1969. • 

6. Memorandum from T. J. Smith, FBI agent, to E. S. Miller, 

dated May 13, i973, and entitled "Sensitive Coverage Placed at 
the Request of the White House." # 

7. Memorandum from William C. Sullivan, Director of the Of¬ 
fice of National Narcotics Intelligence, to William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Acting Director of FBI, dated May 11, 1973, and entitled "Sensitive 
Coverage Placed at the Request of the White House.. " 

8. Records of communications from White House to J. Edgar 
Hoover requesting investigative information on plaintiff, March 9 
or 10, 1972. 

^ 9. Records of the delivery of FBI investigative information 
on plaintiff to the White House staff, between March 9, 1972 and 
March 18, 1972. 

. ' ■ ' • / 

10. Records of correspondence from President Nixon to J. Edgar 

/ 

Hoover requesting investigative information;about or an investiga¬ 
tion of plaintiff, circa March 18, 1972. 

.11. Records of - communication from the White House to the Jus-, 
tice Department Internal Security Division requesting an investiga¬ 
tion of plaintiff, March 1972. 

12. Records of request from defendant H. R. Haldeman to the 
Attorney General, Justice Department Internal Security Division, 
or other members/divisions of the Justice Department requesting an 
investigation of criminal activity of plaintiff. Summer 1972. 

13. Records of the investigation of plaintiff or Les Whitten 
involving an allegation of the possession of stolen documents, No¬ 
vember 1972 to March 1973. 

* - 2 - 
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14. Records respecting the appearance of a supposed source 
of plaintiff, Eugene Smith, before a grand jury as the result of 
a Defense Department investigation. 

15. Records of investigation, surveillance, burglary, wire¬ 
tapping and.any other interference with, reports on and proposals . 
to deal with plaintiff carried out, proposed or attempted to be 
carried out or suggested or communicated to the "White House 
Plumbers," including defendants John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh, David 
Young, E. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

16. Records of any wiretaps, proposed wiretaps or attempted 
wiretaps of plaintiff’s home or office not otherwise specified 
above. 

17. Records of any proposals, suggestions or attempts to do 
physical harm to plaintiff by poison. 

18. Records respecting the attempted arrest of plaintiff in 
connection with the return to the Bureau of Indian Affairs of rec¬ 
ords taken from it by Native Americans; and respecting the arrest 
and prosecution of Les Whitten in connection with that return. 

19. Records of any attempt to investigate, discredit, wire¬ 
tap, conduct surveillance on or otherwise interfere with plaintiff 

in which the Republican National Committee, the Committee to Re- 

: / • 

elect the President, private investigators including Intertel, or 
International Telephone & Telegraph Corporation participated. 

20. Records of any investigation, interception, mail cover 
operation, or other interference with mail sent to or by plaintiff,, 
carried out by the Postal Service, the FBI, the CIA, the Depart¬ 
ment of Defense, other Governmental unit, or any individual or 
group employed or sanctioned by the Government (e.g., the "White 
House Plumbers"). . 

• ' • a 

21. The following records listed in the Final Report of the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Operations, Book III, pp. 
326-27, footnotes 226-232: 

(a) Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. 

• Miller, February 26, 1973; 

- 3 - 
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(b) Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. 

Miller, June 14, 1973; 

(c) Blind memorandum captioned "Charles 
E. Radford, II,” January 13, 1972. 

22. ,Memorandum from W. C.-Sullivan to C. D. de L@ach, July 

19, 1966, Subject "Black Bag" Job, described in the Pinal Report 
of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Operations, Book 
II, p. 62, footnote 238. 

o ... . . • 

Respectfully submitted, 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GE3HARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

September 28, 1976 Attorneys for Plaintiff 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing 
Request for Production on the Attorney General of the United - States- 
and the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia and all 
defendants by first class mail to the addresses listed in the cap¬ 
tion to the complaint filed September 27, 1976, this 28th day of 
September, 1976. V. 

' . WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR ~ 



- 4 - 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, ' ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) , ' • •' . 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

RICHARD M'. NIXON, et al. , ' ) 9 . ~ 

) \ 

Defendants. ) 

_________ ) 


,, FIRST INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANTS: 

GEORGE BUSH, Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
EDWARD H. LEVI, Attorney General of the United States 
Clarence M. KELLEY, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
DONALD G. ALEXANDER, Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service 


Each of the above-named defendants is requested to serve an¬ 
swers to the following interrogatories, under oath, pursuant to 
Rule 33 F.R.Civ.P., upon plaintiff's attorney William.A. Dobrovir, 
2005 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, on or before the 
forty-fifth day after service of the summons and complaint upon 
him. . 

1.0 Do you, or does the agency under your supervision, pos¬ 
sess any information respecting any of the matters listed in this 

Interrogatory 1.0, parts 1.1-1.18, (a) whether (where pertinent) 

■ / 

such matters were consummated or only were attempted, contemplated 
or discussed, and (b) whether or not there was any involvement or 
potential involvement of your agency: •• 

1.1 Mail cover on plaintiff? 

1.2 Opening of the mail of plaintiff; 

1.3 Wiretapping of any.telephone of. plaintiff; 

1.4 Entry, intrusion, burglary or "black bag job" 
into the office or home, any hotel room or any other 
building or room occupied by plaintiff; 

1.5 Electronic surveillance (bugging) of plaintiff; 

1.6 Transmission or delivery of false information 
to plaintiff; 

1.7 Arrest or prosecution of plaintiff; 
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1.8 Administration of drugs to plaintiff; 

1.9 Electronic eavesdropping on plaintiff; 

1.10 Electronic eavesdropping on any telephone 
which resulted in the overhearing of any conversation 

t 

in which plaintiff 

(a) was a participant, or 

(b) was mentioned; 

1.11 Infliction of physical harm on plaintiff; 

1.12 Physical surveillance of plaintiff, of any 
associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's home 
or office, or of any other building on premises occu¬ 
pied by plaintiff; 

1.13 Requests to you or the agency under your’ 
supervision from any other defendant in this action, 
the White House, the Executive Office of the President, 
or any department or agency of the Executive Branch for 

(a) a "name check" of plaintiff; 

(b) information about plaintiff, or 

(c) electronic telephone surveillance, 
other electronic surveillance or 
physical surveillance of plaintiff; 

1.14 Transmission by you or the agency under your 
supervision to any other defendant in this action, the 
White House, the Executive Office of the President, or 
any department or agency of the Executive Branch of 

_ (a)-information about plaintiff, or 

Cb) any information about the results 
of electronic or physical surveil¬ 
lance of plaintiff; 

1.15 . Requests from you or the agency under your 
supervision.to any other defendant in this action, the 
White House, the Executive Office of the President, or 
any department of agency of the Executive Branch for 

)-.information about plaintiff, or • 

(b) electronic telephone surveillance, 
other electronic surveillance or 
physical surveillance of plaintiff; 

- 2 - 
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; • 1.16 Transmission to you or the agency under your 

supervision., by any other defendant in this action, the 
White House, the Executive Office of the President, or 
any department or agency of the Executive Branch, of 

(a) any information about plaintiff, or 

(b) any information about the results @ of — 
electronic or physical surveillance 

■ of plaintiff? ", 

1.17 Investigation of plaintiff; 

1.18 Investigation, arrest, prosecution or inter- 

s> 

rogation, by attorneys of the Department of Justice, by 
agents of the FBI or any other Federal law enforcement 
agency, by any United States Attorney or Assistant United 
States Attorney, or by or before any grand jury, of per¬ 
sons believed to be sources of information published by 
plaintiff. 

•j \ 

2.0 If the answer to any part of Interrogatory 1.0 is af¬ 
firmative, state with respect to such matter: 

2.1 Whether.the information is contained in 

a document or other record as defined in the Requests 
for--Production served this day,-and if so, list the 
documents or records and summarize the information 
contained therein? 

2.2 The name, home arid business address, arid 
home and business telephone numbers, of every indi¬ 
vidual possessing information with respect to the -~ 
item, with a summary-of the information the individual 
possesses; 

2.3 Unless answered fully in response to parts 
2.1 and 2.2 supra , the substance of the information. 

* . tf 

Respectfully submitted, 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 

^ JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT ' 

DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

September 28, 1976 Attorneys for Plaintiff 


Greenberg/Gray-4021 







CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing 
Interrogatories on the Attorney General of the United States and 

the United .States Attorney for the District of Columbia and all 

® - — . 

defendants by first class mail to the addresses listed in the 
caption to the complaint filed September 27, 1976, this 28th day 
of September, 1976. 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 






Greenberg/Gray-4022 











Greenberg/Gray-4023 






SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION 


CIV. la (2-64) 
(Formerly D. C. Form No.45a Rev. (6-49)) 


Unit eh States Siatrirt (Eourt 

FOR THE 

District of Columbia 


$*■'(¥*.' 7*1 -1 

W-Zi'U; r 
' ? t 

•</. C/Q 


nr- * 


Civil action File No 


/i~ 3794 


JACK N. ANDERSON 


Plaintiff 

v. 

J£IC-HAR.& m. KHXOtJ 

e±jAREN€fi— 


SUMMONS 


Defendant 


To the above named Defendant : CM fetM C?' fP>. K£U~£ ^ 

You are hereby summoned and required to serve upon 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDBA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 

plaintiff’s attorneys , whose address is 2005 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 


an answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within '60 days after service of this 
summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be 
taken against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 


Date: 



JAMES F. DAVEY 



NOTE:—This summons is issued pursuant to Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
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RETURN ON SERVICE OF WRIT 


I hereby certify and return, that on the 


day of 


I received this summons and served it together with the complaint herein as follows: 


Marshal’s Fees 


Travel_$ 

Service_ 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, a 


day of 


Ohf-SCE 


\\hc 


iwteg « < 


United States Marshal. 


Deputy United States Marshal. 


[seal] 


Note:—Affidavit required only if service is made by a person other than a United States Marshal or his Deputy. 


DjlJfhCi 0[ QOjOUJ’pIS 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON 
7300 Burdette Court 
Bethesda, Maryland 20034, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON 

Presidential Compound 

San Clemente, California 92672 

HENRY A. KISSINGER 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

RICHARD M. HELMS 

United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

JOHN N. MITCHELL 

20 Broad Street 

New York, New York 10005 

H. R. HALDEMAN 

443 North McCadden Place 

Los Angeles, California 90004 

JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN 
227 Montoya Circle 
Santa Fe, New -Mexico 87501 

CHARLES W. COLSON 
1350 Ballantrae Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST 
8464 Portland Place 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

L. PATRICK GRAY 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut 06378 

JOHN W. DEAN, III 

11661 San Vicente Boulevard 

Brentwood, California 94513. 

ROBERT C. MARDIAN 

2323 North Central Avenue 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

JEB STUART MAGRUDER 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 

HERBERT W. KALMBACH 
1056 Santiago Drive 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

EGIL KROGH, JR. 

c/o Swensen's Ice Cream Factory 
333 Pine Street - Suite 300 
San Francisco, California 94104 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

! 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 
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DAVID R. YOUNG, JR. ) 

Queens College ) 

Oxford University ) 

Oxford, England ) 

) 

JOHN J. CAULFIELD ) 

5205 Concordia Street ) 

Fairfax, Virginia 22030 ) 

) 

ANTHONY T. ULASEWICZ ) 

Star Route ) 

Hadley, New York 12835 ) 

) 

E. HOWARD HUNT ) 

Federal Prison Camp ) 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 ) 

G. GORDON LIDDY ) 

Federal Correctional Institution ) 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 ) 

JAMES W. McCORD, JR. ) 

414 Hungerford Drive ) 

Rockville, Maryland 20850 ) 

) 

EDWARD H. LEVI ) 

Attorney General of the United States ) 
Department of Justice ) 

Washington, D.C. 20530 ) 

CLARENCE M. KELLEY ) 

Director, Federal Bureau of ) 

Investigation ) 

J. Edgar Hoover Building ) 

Washington, D.C. 20530 ) . 

GEORGE BUSH- - ) 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency ) 
McLean, Virginia 22101 ) 

DONALD G. ALEXANDER ) 

Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service ) 
1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W. ) 

Washington, D.C. 20224 ) 

Defendants. ) 

_ ) 



Jury Trial Demanded 


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES, INJUNCTION AND DECLARATORY RELIEF 
_FOR VIOLATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS_ 


1. This is an action for damages for past, and declaratory 
and specific relief against future, unlawful abridgement by de¬ 
fendants of plaintiff's First Amendment rights as a journalist 
and his rights of privacy, to be free from unlawful search and 
seizure and to the protection of his life, liberty and property 
from interference without due process of law. 

2. This court has jurisdiction of this action under the 
First, Fourth, Fifth and Ninth Amendments to the Constitution, 

42 U.S.C. § 1985 (3), 28 TJ.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343 and 2201, 18 U.S.C. 

- 2 - 
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§ 2520 and D.C. Code § 13-423 (a) . Venue of this action lies in 
this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) and (e). 

3. Plaintiff is a- syndicated newspaper columnist whose col¬ 
umn runs daily in over 900 newspapers. He also reports on radio 
and television to an estimated 5 million listeners and viewers. 
Plaintiff's reports concentrate on matters not generally made pub¬ 
lic knowledge by official press releases, but rather are based on 
investigation of matters which government officials and agencies 
often would prefer to be unreported. For more than 25 years plain¬ 
tiff has reported and exposed abuses of power and criminal acts by 
public officials and private individuals. He is author or co-author 
of the books, USA; Second Class Power (1958), Washington Expose 
(1967), The Case Against Congress (1968) and The Anderson Papers 
(1974). He received the Pulitzer Prize in 1972. 

4. Defendants; 

(a) Richard M. Nixon was President of the United States 
from January 20, 1969 to August 9, 1974. 

(b) Henry A. Kissinger was Assistant to the President of 

the United States, defendant Nixon, for National Security Affairs _ 

from January 20, 1969 to August 1973, and Secretary of State from 
August 1973 to the date of filing of this lawsuit. 

V 

(c) Richard M. Helms was Director of the Central Intelli¬ 
gence Agency from June 30, 1966 to February 2, 1973, and Ambassador 
to Iran from March 1973 to the present time. 

(d) John N. Mitchell was Attorney General of the United' 
States from January 20, 1969 to March 1, 1972, and director of the 
Committee fax the Re-Election of the President from March 1, 1972 
to June 30, 1973. 

( e ) H. R. Haldeman was Assistant to the President of the 
United States, defendant Nixon, from January 20, 1969 to April 30, 
1974. 

(f) John D. Ehrlichman was Counsel to the President of 
the United States, defendant Nixon, from January 20, 1969 to April 
30, 1974. 

(g) Charles W. Colson was Special White House Counsel to 

- 3 - 
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the President of the United States, defendant Nixon, from November 
1969 to March 10, 1973. 

(h) Richard G. Kleindienst was Deputy Attorney General 
of the United States from January 31, 1969 to March 2, 1972, was 
Acting Attorney General of the United States from March 2, 1972 
to June 12, 1972, and was Attorney General of the United States 
from June 12, 1972 to May 25, 1973. 

(i) L. Patrick Gray was Acting Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) from May 3, 1972 to April 27, 1973. 

(j) John W. Dean III was counsel to the President of the 
United States, defendant Nixon, from July 1970 to May 19, 1973. 

(k) Robert C. Mardian was Assistant Attorney General in 
charge of the Internal Security Division of the Department of Jus¬ 
tice from November 1970 to May 1, 1971, and was a Deputy Director 
of the Committee for the Re-Election of the President from May 1, 
1971 to November 1972. 

(l) Jeb Stuart Magruder was Special Assistant to the 
President of the United States, defendant Nixon, from October 1969 
to May 1, 19717—and was a Deputy- Director of the Committee for the___. 
Re-Election of the President from May 1, 1971 to March 1973. 

(m) Herbert W. Kalmbach was defendant Nixon's personal 
attorney from March 1969 through July 1973. 

(n) Egil "Bud" Krogh, Jr. was Assistant Director of the 
White House Domestic Council prior to July 17, 1971, and was Direc¬ 
tor of the White House Special Investigations Unit, commonly called 
"The Plumbers," from July 17, 1971 to December 1971. 

(o) David R. Young, Jr. was a member of the White House 
Special Investigations Unit, commonly called "The Plumbers," from 
July 17, 1971 to mid-March 1973. 

(p) John J. Caulfield was employed by defendant Ehrlichman 

from April 8, 1969 to March 1, 1972, to conduct private investiga¬ 
tions, including the use of unlawful electronic surveillance, of po¬ 
litical figures for him and for other White House officials, and was 
Security Director for the Committee for the Re-Election of the Presi 
dent beginning on March 1, 1972. 

- 4 - 
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(q) Anthony T. Ulasewicz was employed by defendant Ehrlich 
■man from May 1969 to December 1972 to assist defendant Caulfield in 
conducting private investigations of political figures for White 
House officials. 

(r) E. Howard Hunt was hired by defendant Ehrlichman to 
be, and served as a, special consultant to the White House from 
July 6, 1970 to April 1, 1972. 

(s) G. Gordon Liddy was a member of the White House Spe¬ 
cial Investigations Unit, commonly known as "The Plumbers," from 
July 19, 1971 to December 1, 1971; General Counsel to the Commit¬ 
tee for the Re-Election of the President from December 1971 to 
April 1, 1972, and Counsel to the Finance Committee for the Re- 

.Election of the President from April 1, 1972 to June 28, 1973. 

(t) James W. McCord, Jr. was Security Coordinator for 
the Committee for the Re-Election of the President from October 1, 
1971 to June 16, 1972. 

(u) Edward H. Levi is the Attorney General of the United 
States and head of the Department of Justice. 

(v) Clarence M. Kelley is Director and head of the Fed¬ 
eral Bureau of Investigation. 

(w) George Bush is Director of Central Intelligence and 
head of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

(x) Donald G. Alexander is Commissioner of Internal Rev¬ 
enue and head of the Internal Revenue Service. 

Defendants Levi, Kelley, Bush and Alexander are sued only in 
their official capacities and only for specific and declaratory re-' 
lief. Defendant Kissinger is sued in his official capacity for 
specific and declaratory relief and also individually for damages. 
All other defendants are sued individually for damages only. 

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

5. Beginning in July 1969, and continuously until some time 
in 1974, defendants planned and engaged in a conspiracy, and planned 
and carried out overt acts in furtherance of that conspiracy, with 
the purpose, object and intention of depriving plaintiff of rights, 
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privileges and immunities secured to him by the Constitution of the 
United States, to wit: 

(a) rights secured by the First Amendment's guarantee of 
freedom of the pre$s, to gather, report and publish to the citizenry 
of the United States of America information respecting the conduct 
of government and information respecting misfeasance, malfeasance, 
corruption and crimes committed by elected and appointed officials 
of the government of the United States of America, including, inter 

alia, certain of the defendants; 

(b) the right of privacy and the right to be free of 
searches and seizures without warrant, secured by the First, Fourth 
and Ninth Amendments to the Constitution, and 

(c) the right to be free of interference with life, lib¬ 
erty and property without due process of law, secured by the Fifth 
Amendment to the Constitution. 

The acts alleged in 25 6-21 below were among the overt acts 
committed pursuant to the conspiracy alleged in 5 5. 

6. Beginning in January 1969, defendants Nixon, Haldeman, 

Ehrlichman and others hired defendants Jack Caulfield and Anthony 
Ulasewicz to conduct private investigations. Caulfield was ap¬ 
pointed to the defendants' White House staff and was paid with pub¬ 
lic funds; Ulasewicz was paid out of funds remaining from defendant 
Nixon's 1968 campaign funds disbursed to him by defendant Kalmbach. 
Caulfield's and Ulasewicz's activities included unlawful telephone 
wiretapping of journalists and others, carried out or intended to • 
be carried out by means of unlawful entries. Plaintiff was one of 
the targets of Caulfield's and Ulasewicz's activities on at least 
three occasions (a) prior to February 1971, (b) in late 1971 and 

(c) on another date unknown. 

7. On October 6, 1970, plaintiff published a news story re¬ 
lating defendant Nixon's secret efforts to have the presidential 
pension increased; whereupon defendant Nixon directed defendant 
Haldeman and other defendants to investigate plaintiff. 

8. On August 6, 1971, plaintiff published a column charging 
that Howard Hughes had contributed $100,000 secretly to defendant 
Nixon in 1968, and that the money had been delivered to defendant 
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Nixon's friend, C. G. Rebozo. The column also charged that Hughes 
had offered to subsidize Lawrence O'Brien so he could serve without 
pay as Democratic National Committee Chairman in 1968. Thereafter, 
defendant Haldeman ordered certain of his aides, including defen¬ 
dant Dean, to learn if plaintiff had any connection with O'Brien. 

9. At some time in 1971, defendants prepared or caused to be 
prepared lists of "enemies” made up of names of persons believed 
by defendants to be hostile to them, for the purpose of causing 
agencies of government, in abuse of their powers, to take action 
against the persons named. Plaintiff's name was on one or more of 
those lists. 

10. In June 1971 defendants organized a Special Investigations 
Unit called "The Plumbers," whose members and supervisors included 
defendants Ehrlichman, Krogh, Young, Colson, Hunt and Liddy, and 
which in turn engaged the services of Bernard Barker, Eugenio Mar¬ 
tinez and Felipe di Diego. The "Plumbers" were organized in order 
to investigate and prevent alleged "leaks" of information which de¬ 
fendants wished to keep from the citizens of the United States, and 
were authorized by defendants and did carry out illegal entries and 
the placing of unlawful wiretaps. Defendants caused the United 
States Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) unlawfully to provide as¬ 
sistance to the "Plumbers," Plaintiff was a principal target of 
the "Plumbers," In December 1971 plaintiff published in his col¬ 
umn news stories about United States policies respecting the India- 
Pakistan conflict, revealing matters theretofore kept secret from . 
the people of the United States concerning defendant Nixon's Ad¬ 
ministration's support of Pakistan, while the Administration was 
stating to the people that its position was neutral. Defendants 
then ordered the "Plumbers," as well as agencies of government, 
to investigate plaintiff and others to learn the sources of plain¬ 
tiff's information in order to prevent plaintiff from gathering 
information in the future and from publishing such information. 

In the course of such investigation, defendants caused unlawful 
wiretaps and unlawful electronic surveillance to be placed on 
several individuals whose identities are unknown to plaintiff and 
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on Charles Radford, an enlisted man in the U.S. Navy on the staff 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who was suspected of being, but who 
was not, a source for plaintiff's news stories; and, on informa¬ 
tion and belief, on plaintiff. 

. 11. Ixi 1971 and 1972, defendants, through the "Plumbers," 
conceived and committed overt acts in the furtherance of a plan 
and conspiracy to cause serious physical injury, possibly includ¬ 
ing death, to plaintiff. The plan and conspiracy included the use 
of poison to murder plaintiff and the use of drugs, including hal¬ 
lucinogens, to be administered by application to the steering wheel 
of plaintiff's automobile, or by introduction into a bottle of med- 
.. ication or into a drink, with the intent of rendering plaintiff in¬ 
coherent during a public appearance or a broadcast for the purpose 
of discrediting plaintiff. 

12. Beginning in 1971, investigations were conducted by 

I agents of the Department of Defense and the Federal Bureau of In¬ 
i' vestigation, acting at defendants' direction, aimed at discovering 
‘ and prosecuting persons who had given information to plaintiff 
which plaintiff had published. The purpose and intent _of the in- 

r' 

vestigations were to prevent plaintiff from gathering information 
in the future and from publishing such information. A person. 

Gene Smith# who was suspected of being a "source" for plaintiff, 
but was not, was required to testify before a grand jury in Norfolk, 
Virginia, and was threatened with indictment until plaintiff of¬ 
fered to testify that Smith was not a "source." 

13. Defendant McCord, as Security Consultant to the Committee 
for the Re-Election of the President, 'received information from the 
Internal Security Division of the Justice Department, including FBI 
reports, in abuse of the agency's powers, in the course of carrying 
out an investigation of plaintiff. Upon information and belief, 
defendant Mardian, then Assistant Attorney General in charge of the 
Internal Security Division, assisted, authorized or directed 
McCord's investigation of plaintiff. 

- 8 - 
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14. On or about March 9, 1972, upon information and belief, 
defendant Richard M. Nixon ordered defendant Ehrlichman and others 
of his aides to contact Federal Bureau of Investigation Director 

J. Edgar Hoover to obtain information about plaintiff in order that 
Nixon, Ehrlichman and other defendants might discredit plaintiff. 
Defendant John Dean delivered information from the FBI, obtained in 
abuse of the agency's powers, to defendant Nixon on March 18, 1972. 
Defendant Nixon found the information unsatisfactory and thereupon 
asked then Director Hoover for additional information. 

15. In early 1972 defendants,, through the CIA, began and con¬ 
ducted until at least July 1972 an unlawful investigation, surveil¬ 
lance and interference with plaintiff and plaintiff's employees, 
with the purpose and intent of discovering and punishing persons 
who were sources for plaintiff of information which plaintiff had 
published but which defendants wished suppressed, with the further 
purpose and intent of preventing plaintiff from gathering informa¬ 
tion in the future and from publishing such information. In the 
course of this unlawful activity, agents of the CIA and others un- 

_known._to _plaintiff_.followed^plaintiff, his wife and children, his 
employees and their families; photographed them; searched for and, 
where found, examined public and police records concerning them; 
conducted surveillance of plaintiff 1 s office and home and the homes 
of his employees, and conducted other surveillance activities in¬ 
cluding, on information and belief, electronic surveillance and 
wiretaps. In the course of these activities/ CIA agents assigned 
code names to the activity, to wit, "Altex, "■ "Mudhen" and "Celotex 
II," and assigned code names to plaintiff and his employees; "Celo¬ 
tex II," "Mudhen" and "Brandy" were used for plaintiff; of his em¬ 
ployees who were reporters, Brit Hume was called "Eggnog," Les 
Whitten was called "Cordial" and Joseph Spear was called "Champagne 
His secretary. Opal Ginn, was called "Sherry." 

16. On February 29, March 2 and March 3, 1972, plaintiff pub¬ 
lished columns charging that the ITT corporation had offered to 
contribute several hundred thousand dollars to support the 1972 Re¬ 
publican National Convention in San Diego, California, and that the 
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contribution was linked to efforts by ITT to persuade defendants' 
Department of Justice to abandon antitrust action against ITT re¬ 
specting its merger with Hartford Fire Insurance Co., and citing 
a memorandum respecting this written by Dita Beard, a lobbyist 
for ITT. Immediately thereafter defendants began an effort, plan 
and scheme to attempt to discredit plaintiff and to destroy his 
reputation for truth, veracity and accuracy, in the course of 
which surveillance as described in $ 15 was carried out; agents 
of the Internal Security Division of the Department of Justice, 
under the supervision of defendant Mardian, interviewed witnesses; 
the Department of Justice collaborated with a private detective 
firm. Intertel 4 which had been hired by ITT, with the Committee 
for the Re-Election of the President and with the Republican Na¬ 
tional Committee; derogatory information respecting plaintiff 
which was untrue and which was known by defendants to be untrue 
was delivered by defendants or their agents to Senator Marlow W. 
Cook to be used (and which was used) by him at Senate Judiciary 
Committee hearings concerning the ITT matter with the intention of 
damaging plaintiff's reputation for truth, veracity and accuracy. 

17. On or about November 17, 1972, defendants Colson and Dean 
conspired with other defendants to slander and destroy the reputa¬ 
tion for truth, veracity and accuracy of plaintiff by falsely rep¬ 
resenting that plaintiff had been paid $100,000 by the Cuban dic¬ 
tator Batista to write complimentary articles about Batista. 

18. In December 1372 plaintiff and his associates published ■' 
articles, including articles published on December 11 and 24, 1972, 
relating how agencies of the United States government had defrauded 
Indian tribes. The articles included information obtained from 
documents taken from the Bureau of Indian Affairs by protesting In¬ 
dians. Defendants thereupon employed and directed agents of the 
FBI to conduct surveillance of plaintiff and to arrest plaintiff if 
he reported on and was present at the return of the stolen Indian 
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documents to federal authorities, for the purpose, inter alia, of 
subpoenaing and copying private telephone records of plaintiff and 
nis associates, so that those persons who were sources for plain¬ 
tiff of information which defendants wished suppressed would be 
discovered .and could be punished, and plaintiff could be prevented 
from receiving, gathering and publishing such information in the 
future. Pursuant to this scheme, on January 31, 1973, FBI agents 
i arrested plaintiff's associate and reporter, Leslie H. Whitten, 
\while Whitten was reporting on the return of documents by Indians 
4o the United States government, and on February 2, 1973, by court 
order in criminal proceedings instituted against Whitten, the 
agents gained access to the home and business telephone records of 
plaintiff and his associates, made copies of such telephone records 
and interviewed or attempted to interview persons whose telephone 
numbers appeared on such records as having been called by plaintiff 
or his associates. The Department of Justice sought an indictment 
of Whitten for illegally receiving stolen documents, but on Febru¬ 
ary 16, 1973, the grand jury refused to indict. 

19. -On dates unknown to plaintiff, defendants- Magruder and 
Liddy investigated plaintiff in an attempt to prove that plaintiff 
had attempted to influence a Maryland college to sell him water¬ 
front property at a reduced price by helping the college illegally 
obtain federal grants, with the purpose and intent of destroying 
plaintiff's reputation for truth, veracity and accuracy. 

20. On dates unknown to plaintiff, defendant Colson and other 
defendants attempted to destroy plaintiff's reputation for truth, 
veracity and accuracy and to hinder and prevent plaintiff from re¬ 
ceiving,. gathering and publishing newsworthy information by repre¬ 
senting to plaintiff and his associates certain facts to be true 
which defendants knew were not true, in order that plaintiff might 
write inaccurate news stories. 

21. In 1973, 1974 and on other dates unknown to plaintiff, 
defendants directed and employed the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), 
in abuse of the agency's powers, to conduct a complete field audit 
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of plaintiff’s 1973 tax returns, as well as to conduct other in¬ 
vestigations. In the course of one such investigation, IRS agents, 
during 1973, inquired into plaintiff's purchase of an apartment in 
Freeport, Grand Bahamas. 

22. As.a result of the conspiracy and overt acts described 
in this complaint, plaintiff's privacy and the privacy of members 
of his family was invaded, plaintiff's ability to gather and re¬ 
port news was injured by the reluctance of sources of information 
to provide information for fear of exposure, punishment and re¬ 
taliation, the people of the United States were deprived of infor¬ 
mation respecting the conduct of government and respecting the ac¬ 
tivities of certain defendants, plaintiff was required to devote 
considerable time and financial resources to prevent infliction of 
further harm by reason of the aforesaid conspiracy and overt acts, 
to defend himself and his associates and to protect his reputation 
against false charges and to attempt to assist and protect persons 
being harassed and punished pursuant to the aforesaid conspiracy 
and overt acts. 

RELIEF" REQUESTED ~~ " - ’ . - — ---— 


23. Plaintiff demands as damages, jointly and severally 
against all defendants except defendants Levi, Kelley, Bush and 
Alexander: 

(a) for violation of his First Amendment rights to gather 
report and publish the news, $10 million? 

(b) for violation of his rights of privacy and to be free 
of unlawful searches and seizures, $1 million; 

(c) for violation of his rights of liberty and property 

without due process of law, $1 million; 

' * 

(d) as punitive damages, $10 million. 

24. Plaintiff demands as damages against each defendant ex¬ 
cept defendants Levi, Kelley, Bush and Alexander, the sum of $100.00 
per day for each day of interception of plaintiff's wire communica¬ 
tions (or $1,000.00, if higher), as liquidated damages pursuant to 
18 U.S.C. § 2520 and D.C. Code § 23-554. 

- 12 - 
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25. Plaintiff requests as further relief that this court en¬ 
join defendants Levi., Kelley, Bush, Alexander and Kissinger, their 
successors and subordinates forever, from interfering or attempt¬ 
ing to interfere with plaintiff’s function and activities as a re¬ 
porter, investigator, journalist and broadcaster, either by acts 
directed against plaintiff or by acts directed against persons be¬ 
lieved to be sources of information for plaintiff. 

26. Plaintiff requests such other and further relief as is 
just in the circumstances. 

27. Plaintiff demands a jury trial on all issues triable by 

jury. 

Of Counsel: . 

JOSEPH BORKIN 
1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 
(202) 293-2240 

September 27, 1976 
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WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 785-8919 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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^ UNITED STATES G<3^p.NMENT 

Memorandum 



RICHARD M. NIXON 
ET AL 

(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


* 


date: 11/1/76 

Mr. Gallagher 
Mr. Ingram 
Mr. Cooke 
Mr. Long 
Mr. Mintz 





Assoc. Dir._ 

Dep. AD Admc 
Dep. AD Inv., 
Asst. Dir.: 

Adm. Serv._ 

Ext. Affairs _ 
Fin. & Pers. 

Gen. Inv._ 

Ident. _ 

Inspection _ 

Intell._ 

Laboratory_ 

Legal Coun._ 
Plan. & Eval. 

Rec. Mgnt- 

Spec. Inv._ 

Training _ 

Telephone Rm. 
D irector Sec'y 


PURPOSE : To furnish the Legal Counsel Division copies ' t* 

of investigative reports concerning material requested 
by Jack N. Anderson as set forth in The First Interrog¬ 
atories To The Defendants and requests for documents in 
Civil Action No. 76-1794. 


RECOMMENDATION: That Legal Counsel Division review these 


documents and coordinate with the response of the Special 
Investigative Division. APPR0VED; 

Assoc. Dir.. Fin.'& PersTT Laboratory -. 

Dep. AD Inv... Ider-t ' " fxr' P,an - & Eva <. 

A fl S f D i r ' : " Inspection . tLI*™ . 

Adm - Serv._ | | nte H ; , . Spec Inv. 

i Training.. 

DETAILS: By memorandum dated 10/6/76, captioned as above, 



the Legal Counsel Division made available copies of The 
First Interrogatories To The Defendants and First Request 
For Production Of Documents in captioned matter and 
requested that the General Investigative Division review 
and furnish Legal Counsel Division information responsive 
to the Plantiffs First Interrogatories A nd Request. Af ter 
review of Bur eau File 52-96921, titled, I I 

I [ 11 and Bureau File 139-3779, titled, "Unsub; 

Office Of Information For The Armed Forces - Victim," 
copies of following investigative reports in case titled, 

iivasa - 


CAL:gjw (6) 


ST-J 
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Cooke to Gallagher Memorandum 
Re: JACK N. ANDERSON 


Legal Counsel Division: WFO report 
dated 3/7/73; WFO report of SA 


are being f urnished to the 

sa r ~ 


The following reports, memoranda, and LHMs 


dated 2/6/73, 

are being furnished in case titled, "Unknown Subject; Office 
Of Information For The Armed Forces -Victim": Letterhead 
memorandum dated 1/20/71; Letterhead memorandum dated 3/3/71; 
Rosen to Sullivan memoran dum dated 3/5/71; Alexandria report 


of SA r 

saT^ 


3 : 


SA 
SA 

randum dated 9/14/71. 


_|dated 3/5/71; Alexandria report of 

Idat ed 3/11/71; Alexandria report of 
I dated 3/18/71; Alexandria report of 
dated 6/1/71; Rosen to Sullivan memo- 


b6 

b7C 


GID recommends that Legal Counsel Division review 
these documents and coordinate with the response of the 
Special Investigative Division. 
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4-312 (Rev. 12-11-73) 





Date of Mail 10/6/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject_ JUNE MAIL- JACK N. ANDERSON 

Removed ^By 1 ,/97FE64 1977 
File Number 62-1171 t T3-l _ 
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fc UNITED STATES GOT®RNMENT 

Memorandum 


to : Mr. Fehl 


EROM 


subject: 





Mr. Sharp 



JACK N. ANDERSON v. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, et al 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1 794. 


PURPOSE: 


EXEMPTED FROM AUTOMATIC DECLASSIFICATION 
AUTHORITY DERIVED FROM: FBI AUTO 
DECLASSIFICATION GUIDE EXEMPTION CODE 25X(1,6) 
DATE 4-14-2009 


date: 11/3/76 


Inspection — 

Intel!._ 

Loborotory_ 

Legal Court.— 
Plan. & Eval. 
Rec. Mgnt. — 

Spec. Inv. „- 

Training _ 

Telephone Rm. 

Director Sec’y . 


f'fyQ a - 



-Ssfeg—- 


To respond to memorandum of t Legal Counsel to 
the Associate Director dated October 6, 1976, requesting 
that Special Investigative Division provide them with 
information responsive to plaintiff's First Interrogatories* 
and Request» Aiijj 

SYNOPSIS : .... ' iJ 

A review of electronic surveillance indices f£ ~ 
and contact with appropriate field offices has determined 
that Jack N. Anderson has never been the target of an 
electronic surveillance nor did the FBI ever maintain 
any electronic surveillance on premises which were known 
to have been owned, leased, or licensed by him. However, 
the voice of Anderson has been monitored over national 
security installations and an anti-racketeering microphone 
installed in 1963. Further, Anderson was monitored on two 
occasions by a telephone Surveillance installed by our 
Portland Division in a matter handled by Division Five. 
Details of this investigation are contained under the code 
naipe I I and can be provided by Division Five. 


Enclosures (14 


1 - Mr. Gallagher 
1 - Mr. Fehl && 

1 - Mr. Mintz 
1 - Mr. Sharp 
1 - Civil LitigaMon Unit 



it alp’ 

. Wi P I tv' 


Gray-4 042 

* dec SI 1976 





L..y sytp 




V/ -U; 


Exon:.# fn»Ui 


Wmmmm 
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Memorandum to Mr i Fehl 
Re: Jack N. Anderson 


RECOMMENDATION : 

That this memorandum be forwarded to Legal 
Counsel in order that they may prepare appropriate 
response to plaintiff's Interrogatories. 





r rvuvcu; 

■ Airp; c 

l-esaTCoi 

Director 


Pten.' & f; 

Assoc. Dir. 

r ... ;„ - ' 

Mot. 

Dep. AD Adm. 

ii. v. 

Icier; t. • 

: s; & r\ Si 

°ep. AD lnv.„ 

Intel/.... 

Spec. |nv. 

Training..., 



2 - CONTINUED - OVF.R 
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Memorandum to Mr. Fehl 
Re: Jack N. Anderson 


DETAILS: 



A review of the electronic surveillance indices 
and contact with appropriate field offices has determined 
that Jack Northman Anderson has never been thettarget of 
an electronic surveillance of the FBI nor did this Bureau 
ever maintain any electronic surveillance on premises which 
were known to have been owned, leased, or licensed by him. 


4/5/63 


__| Room 

432,fSheraton Carlton 
Hotel, Washington, D. C. 


WF 1441-C* 

b6 

blC 


CONTINUED 
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^JULY 1073 EDITION \ l ^ 

^GSAkFPMR <41 CFR) 101-1, , 6 

WETTED STATE^j^HRNMEN 

Memormdum 


MENT 


3* 


TO : DIRECTOR, FBI 

(ATTN: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION) 


FROM 


date: 11/15/76 


AC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


subject: CHANGED (is , 

JACK N. ANDERSON v.. 
~ RICHARD M. NIXON 

0, ET AL 

J USDC, DC 

CIVIL ACTION 76-1794 


Title marked "Changed" to indicate correct middle 
initial of plaintiff ANDERSON. Middle initial formerly 
listed as "R." -o 

/A \ 

Re my airtel, 9/29/76. 

Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for the 
, Q^District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 11/4/76. The 
following docket entries were noted: 


September 27 


September 27 


September 27 


September 29 


.2/ Bureau 
1- WFO 


<\y DFH: m j 1 

! (3) 



Complaint; jury demand; 1 

appearance. | 

Summons, copies (27) and 
copies (27) of complaint issued 

Interrogatories by plaintiff 
to defendants #21 (LEVI), 22 
(KELLEY), 23 (BUSH), and 24 
(ALEXANDER) 

Request of plaintiff for 
production of documents to 
defendants #2 (KISSINGER), 

21, 22, 23, and 24. q 

rEO-2 X 11 7 3^0 


2t NOV I© 1976 
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WFO 62-10968 


October 18 Summons, copies (2) and 

' copies (2) of complaint issued 

for' defendants #2 and 4 
(MITCHELL). 

October 19 Amendmentto complaint. 

WFO will continue to follow captioned matter in 

USDCDC. 
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OPTIONALJFOIJM NO. 10 
1 973^ED ITI ON 
G9*fpPMR'$il CFfc) 101*1 

UNITED STATES^TOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


Mr. Clarence M. Kelley date: 2 DEC 1976 

Director, Federal Bureau of 

Investigation REL:RJFranzinger:dak 

Rex E. Lee 145-1-548 

Assistant Attorney General federal GmrffilMifS?? 

Civil Mrasion 

Jack N. tAnderson v. Richard M. Telephone: 

Nixon, et al., USDCD.C., 739-3487 

Civil Action No. 76-1794 



As you may know, responsibility for this civil suit has 
been assigned to the General Litigation Section of the Civil 
Division. 

Attached is a copy of my letter dated November 18, 1976 
to William Nelson, Esquire, confirming Mr. Nelson's retention 
by the Department of Justice. Hr. Nelson, a former Chief of * 
the Civil Division's Economic Litigation Section, has been f 
retained to assist the Department in determining which, if _ 

any, of the individual defendants in this action who have ,r 

requested representation by the Justice Department may be c 

represented by the Department. More particularly, we have ( 

chosen to retain Mr. Nelson to assist the Department in 
resolving possible conflicts between representation of the M 
individual defendants and possible future criminal investi- i 
gations into the matters raised by this lawsuit as well as -^-'S 
possible conflicts among the individual defendants. More- s ; 
over, the nature of the acts alleged in the complaint (a \ 

copy of which is attached for your convenience) raises a 
sgrious question as ; to whether Department of Justice repre¬ 
sentation of the individual defendants may a-onropriately be 
undertaken. EX-113 ^ - JA 

For Mr. Nelson to carry out the functions for which he 
was retained, it is essential that he be given access to all 
documentary or other information in the possession, custody 
or control of the Bureau concerning the matters raised by 
the complaint herein. Mr. Nelson has, of course, a greed to 
maintain any information disclosed to him by the/-Bureau in 
strictest confidence and to use that information sblely^fora to 
the purposes for which he was retained. ** 

Discovery by plaintiff in the form of a set of"mterro- 
gatories and a request for production of documents addressed 
to the Bureau was previously served and forwarded to you in*, 
this action. The Special Litigation Section of the-'Criminal 


m 










A 


Savings Bonds Regulany on thin 











2 





Division, to which this case was previously assigned, requested 
that the Bureau compile any and all information within its 
possession for purposes of responding to this discovery. I 
understand that the Bureau's Office of Legal Counsel has al¬ 
ready assembled a substantial amount of information for our 
review and use in preparing responses to the previously 
noted discovery pursuant to the Criminal Division's request. 

I therefore request that Mr. Nelson be given access to 
all information the Bureau possesses concerning the matters 
raised in the complaint. If you have any questions concerning 
this matter, please contact Robert J. Franzinger or Sandra 
Schraibman of the General Litigation Section, Civil Division. 

I thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 
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EEL:DJA:SS c hraibman:aId 
145-1-5^8 


1 8 NOV fifc 


William HeIson, Eaoutre ... . v • \ ' . 

1 / u / ii Street, M»w» 

Suite TOO 

Washington, D. C. 20006 
Dear Mr. Kelson: 

This is to confirm the terms of your retention by 
the Department of Justice on November 1'% 1976, for 
purposes of interviewing defendants who have requested 
department of Justice representation to determine if 
conflicts of-interest-exist, and moving on behalf of those 
defendants to extend for .30 days the time for filing 
a response in Jac k And erson v. Richard H. .HIxon , et si ., 
U.S.D.C. D.C., Civl'l ’Iictiofi ho. /d-TTdP. 

The Department of Justice will pay the fees and 
expenses incurred in representing these defendants for 
the.rurposc s of defee .min tag if/confliets.bf interest 
•exist and for moving on their behalf for an extension of’ 
30 days in which to respond - to the Complaint. In the 
discharge of your professional duties your obligations 
. run only to the defendants as your clients. You should 
act without supervision, or control of any kind from the 
'Department:of Justice. The Department appreciates your 
willingness to accent compensat ion for your services 


the rate of 


plus costs. 
Sincerely, 


REK E. LES 


‘•rf’rfTrd: 1 '.fTy" ' Vr 
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OFFICE OF dT'RECTO R 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 



December 9, 1976 

The attached material was sent to the 
Director from G. Gordon Liddy, 
25106 Pembroke Station, Danbury, 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, ). 

v ’ ) ‘ 

v. ) Civil Action No.: 76 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

Defendants ) 

) 


- 1794 


NOTICE OF MOTION 


TO: William A. Dobrovir, Esquire 

2005 "L" Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C., 20036 
Counsel to Plaintiff 


SIR: PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned shall move this 


honorable court under the provisions of Rule 12 (b) (1) and (6) 


for dismissal of the complaint herein, as amended, for lack of 


jurisdiction-over the subject matter and failure to state a claim 


upon which relief can be granted, by submission, at such date and 


time as to the court shall be convenient, 


G. GORDON LIDDY, Defcnd./ft, pro jc 




NOT RECORDED 


14 JAN 




G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut, 06810 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


) Civil Action No, 


1794 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 

Defendants 


MOTION OF DEFENDANT G. GORDON LIDDY TO DISMISS THE AMENDED COM¬ 
PLAINT, UNDER RULE 12 (b) (1) and (6), R.C.F., 28 U.S.C. A. 


G. GORDON LIDDY, defendant, pro se , moves this honorable { 
court to dismiss the complaint herein, as amended 18 October 
1976, under the provisions of Rule 12 (b) (1), R.C.P., 28 U.S.C.A 
in that this court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter, 
and under the provisions of Rule 12 (b) (6), R.C.P., 28 U.S.C.A., 
in that the complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
can be granted. This motion is made by submission, including the 
combined Memorandum of Law and Argument attached hereto and made 
a part hereof, at the convenience of the court. 


G. GORDON LIDDY, defendant^ro se 


G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut, 06810 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 

T 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 


Defendants 


) Civil Action No, 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


- 1794 


MEMORANDUM OF LAW AND ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANT LIDDY'S MOTION TO DISMISS COMPLAINT 

Authority : 

Rule 12 (b), R.C.P., 28 U.S.C.A. states, in part: 

How Presented . Every defense, in law or in fact, 
to a claim for relief in any pleading*..shall be 
asserted in the responsive pleading thereto if one 
is required, except that the following defenses 
may at the option of the pleader be made by motion: 
(1) lack of jurisdiction over the subject matter... 
(6) failure to state a claim upon which relief can 
be granted....A motion making any of these defenses 
shall be mode before pleading if a further pleading 
is permitted. 

The Court Lacks Jurisdiction over the subject matter. 


The amended complaint invokes the jurisdiction of the court 
under the Constitution of the United States, Amendments One, 

Four, Five and Nine, as implemented by statute, to wit: 42 U.S.C. 
§ 1985 (3); 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343 and 2201; 18 U.S.C. § 2520 an 
D.C. Code § 13 - 423 (a), but does not allege facts appropriately 
or seek relief thereunder properly, viz.: s. 

42 U.S.C. § 1895 (3 ): 

No racial or other class-based invidiously discriminatory 
animus is alleged; the complaint does not sound in a racially 
founded denial of equal protection necessary to acTaimunder'“ 
I 1985 (3). 

28 U.S.C. I 1331 : 

The complaint does not set forth facts warranting the con¬ 
clusion that there is such an amount involved as to establish 
jurisdiction ($10,000.00). While in his prayer for relief 


Greenberg/Gray-4054 











plaintiff asks*for liquidated damages pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 

' ■ ' \ 
2520 and D.C. Code S 23 - 554, his allegations of fact do not 

(a) claim that his oral or wire conversations were intercepted* 

nor that they were intercepted a sufficient number of times so ! 

. \ 

as to cause the liquidated damages to amount to $10,000.00 \ 

. ' ' ■ • \ 

Defendant lacks standing to bring an action under these statutes \ 

on behalf of others. 

28 U.S.C. § 1343 : - -.- - ----- • . — - —. - - - • 

This statute merely gives plaintiff a right of action for 
damages incurred were he the' victim of a violation of his rights 
under 42 U.S.C. § 1895 (3). Plaintiff has not, however, allegecl 
facts which support a claim under the latter statute, as more •> 
fully set forth supra . 

28 U.S.C. § 2201 : 

This statute is not invoked as to defendant Liddy but even 
were it, that statute alone would not suffice to give this court 
jurisdiction in the absence of its already having jurisdiction 
otherwise. This chapter is not a jurisdiction conferring statute 
but merely makes a new procedure or remedy available in federal 
courts where jurisdiction already exists. California Ass'n of 
Ernp. v. Building and Const. Trades Council of Reno, Nev. and 


Vicinity , 178 F.2d 175 (1949). See, also, Canadian Indem. Co . 
v. Republic Indem. Co., 222 F.2d 601 (1955); Goldstein v. Johnson, 


184 F.2d 342 (1950), 87 U.S. App. D.C. 159, cert, denied 340 U.S. 
879, rehearing denied 340 U.S. 898. V 

18 U.S.C.§2520 : 

This statute grants a right of action for civil damages for 
oral or wire communications interceptions in violation of 18 U.S. 
C7"'§ 2518. The complaint, however, does not allege such inter¬ 
ception of plaintiff's conversation and he lacks standing to assert 
the remedy on behalf of others. Further, the complaint does not 
allege that the interceptions, if any, were in violation of 18 
U.S.C. I 2518, as required by § 2520, nor of the law concerning 
warrantless wiretaps and oral interceptions in national security 
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§•% 4 •• 

matters as it existed in 1972. 

♦ 

• ^ 

D.C. Code § 13 - 423 (a ): 

Defendant Liddy, a prisoner of the Attorney General of the 
United States incarcerated at the Federal Correctional Institutio 

t • .. fc . 

Danbury, Connecticut, does not have access to the D.C. Code, al- 

through he has made an effort to obtain it which has been, to 

date, unsuccessful. Upon information and belief, however, under 

the facts as alleged in the plaintiff's complaint, jurisdiction 

is not conferred upon this court under § 13 -423 (a) thereof. 

The Complaint. Fails' to State a Claim Upon V.hich Relief Can Be 
Granted . 

The complaint does not sound in a racially founded denial 
of equal protection or other class-based invidiously discrimih-V 
atory animus. There is no allegation that plaintiff's oral or 
wire communications were intercepted by defendants in violation 
of 18 U.S.C. § 2518 or the state of the law on warrantless nation, 
security interceptions*as it existed in 1972 and plaintiff lacks 
standing to bring such an action on behalf of others. 

IvIiEEEFORE : 

Defendant prays this honorable court to dismiss the complain 
herein with prejudice as to him. 



25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut, 06810 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I certify that a true copy of the foregoing "Motion To 
Dismiss For Lack Of Jurisdiction Over The Subject Matter And 
For Failure To State a Claim Upon Which Relief Can Be Granted 
was mailed, postage prepaid, this day of December, 1976 

to the following: / 


William A. Dobrovir, Esquire 

. _2Q05-J , Li'_Street-,_N .W._ 

Washington, D.C., 20036 
Counsel to Plaintiff 

lion. Richard M. Nixon 
Presidential Compound 
San Clemente, California, 92672 

Hon. Henry A. Kissinger 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C., 20520 

lion. Richard M. Helms 
United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C., 20520 

Hon. John N. Mitchell, Esquire 

415 East 52nd Street 

New York, New York, 10022 

Mr. II.R. Ilaldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 

Los Angeles, California, 90004 

John D. Ehrlichman, Esquire 
Federal Prison Camp 
Safford, Arizona, 85546 

Charles W. Colson, Esquire 
1350 Ballantrac Lane 
McLean, Virginia, 22101 

Hon. Richard G. Kleindienst, Esquire 
8464 Portland Place 
McLean, Virginia, 22101 

L. Patrick Gray, Esquire 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut, 06378 

John W. Dean, III, Esquire 
c/o The Rolling Stone 
1030 15tb Street, N.W., 

Washington, D.C., 20005 
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Robert C. Mardian, Esquire > 

2323 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona, 85004. 

t - 

Mr. Jeb Stuart Ma^ruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York, 10017 

Egil Krogh, Jr., Esquire 
c/o Swenson*s Ice Cream Factory 

-333—Pine—S-tr.e.e-t_S-u r Lt.e_3.00—-- - - - - 

San Francisco, California, 94104 

David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

Mr. John J. Caulfield 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia, 22030 

Mr. Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York, 12835 

fir. E. Howard Hunt 
•Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, 32542 

Mr. James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 liungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland, 20850 

lion. Edward II. Levi, Esquire 
Attorney General of the United States 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C., 20530 

Clarence M. Kelley, Esquire 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
Washington, D.C., 20530 

Hon. George Bush, Esquire * 

Dii'ector, Central Intelligence Agency 
McLean, Virginia, 22101 

Donald G. Alexander, Esquire 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
Internal Revenue Service 
1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W., 

YilTsh Lhgtonl ' ’ "" 
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Date of Mail 10/1V76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject 


JUNE MAIL - JACK N. ANDERSON 


Removed 


fa 


R v* *rfFEB4 1977 


File Number 62-117353-^ 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 
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Date of Mail 10/15/76 _ 

Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 

See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 

Subject _ JUNE MAIL - JACK N. ANDERSON 

R / *97 FEB 4 1977 

File Number 62-117353-5 _ 
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Removed 


Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 
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Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 

c 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject JUNE MAIL - JACK N. ANDERSON 
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Date of Mail 10/19/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 

Subject _ JUNE MAIL- JACK N. ANDERSON 

Removed V- ggZflM ^ 

File Number 62-117353-7 _ 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 








Date of Mail 


10/19/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 

Subject_ JUNE MAIL - JACK N. ANDERSON 

Removed #"97 FEB 4 1977 

File Number 62-117353-8 _ 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 
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Date of Mail 1Q /!9/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject JUNE MAIL-JACK N. A NDERSON 

( K 

Remo L By ^97FEB4 1977 

File Number 62-117353-9 _ 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 
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Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 

See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 

Subject_ JUNE MAIL-JACK N. A NDERSON 

By V97FEB4 1977 

File Number 62-117353-10 _ 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 
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Date of Mail 10/20/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject_ JUNE MAIL - JACK N. ANDERSON 

Removftftiy ^97 FEB 4 1977 _ 

File Number 62-117353-11 _ 

Greenberg/Gray-4066 



Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 
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Date of Mail 10/20/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject_ JUNE MAIL ~ JAGK N - ANDERSON 

»J:1 ^7FEB4 1977 

File Number 62-117353-12 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBl/DOJ 
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Date of Mail 10/20/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject_ JUNE MAIL - JACK N. ANDERSON 

»J£ 8 ^7FEB4 1977 

File Number 62-117353-1 l i- _ 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 
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Date of Mail 10/20/76 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Section. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject 


JUNE MAIL- JACK N. ANDERSON 



File Number 62-117353-15 
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Permanent Serial Charge Out 


FBI/ DOJ 











‘reply Vo Rex E * Lee FEBEFAL GOTERSMEn*. 

^m™oF: Assistant Attorney General 
f/yv>^ Civil D^ision 

\**wts Jack Nv-<Anderson v. Richard M. 

M Af\ Nixon, et al., USDC D.C., C.A. 

\ # 76-1794 _ 

^ TO: ‘ 

^^Mr. Clarence M. Kelley 

j/Director, Federal Bureau of 
^ ..^4 M Investigation 


l| UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Biemorandum 


SMIL: RJFr anz inger: gma 
H5-16-4179 


'telephone: 
^*739-3385 


Attention: Legal Counsel Division 


18 JAN 


Enclosed please find the following documents filed on 
December 15 and December 16, 1976 in the case of Jack N. 
Anderson, et al. v. Richard M. Nixon, et al ., USDC D.C., 
Civil Action No. 76-1794: 


1. Interrogatories to Plaintiff 

2. Response to First Request for Production of Documents 
to Defendant, George Bush, Director of Central 
Intelligence and Head of the Central Intelligence Ager 

3. Answers and Objections of Director of Central 
Intelligence to First Interrogatories to Defendants 

4. Defendant Clarence M. Kelley's Partial Response to 
Plaintiff's First Request for Production of Documents 

5. Motion for Enlargement of Time to Answer or Object to 
First Interrogatories to Defendants and to Respond to 
Requests for Production of Documents 

6. Defendant Clarence M. Kelley's Motion for Protective 
Order 







Defendant Henry A. Kissinger's Response to Plaintiff's 
First Request for Production of Documents 

Defendant Edward H. Levi's Partial Response to Plain¬ 
tiff's First Request for Production of Documents , / 


feC-9 4 


fgfcy Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 


JAN 2 


Greenberg/Gray-4071 


(REV. 7-76) 

GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.6 
5010-112 







• • + ' • 

* / - 2 - 

We will keep you advised of any further proceedings in 
this case. 

Attachments 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
JULY 1973 EDITION 
GSA,FPMR (41 CFR» 101-11.0 

^UNITED STATES G 


MENT 


Memorandum 


FROM 


subject: 


John A. Mintz. da: 

Assistant Director 

Legal Counsel Division 

Richard L. Thornburgh 

Assistant Attorney General 

CriminaL-Civision 

Jack N. Anderson v. Richard M. Nixon, et al., 
76-1794 (D.D.C.) 


date: October 20, 1976 


The above-captioned case, naming Director Kelley as one 
of the defendants, was filed in United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia on September 27, 1976. We 
understand you have received the Summons and Complaint, as 
well as interrogatories and a request for the production of 
documents. 

In order that we may respond to the allegations contained 
in the Complaint, it is requested that you advise us which of 
the allegations should be admitted and which should be denied, 
and suggest any affirmative allegations or defenses which may 
be appropriate to the claims therein. 

It is also requested that you forward with your litigation 
report your answers to the interrogatories and copies of any 
communications or other documents which you deem pertinent to 
the case. All documents sought by the plaintiff should also be 
obtained from FBI files in preparation for production. 




Since our Answerris due on November 28, 1976, we would 
appreciate receiving your litigation report by November 19, 
1976. 
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1 

WELCH § MORGAN 

300 Farragut Building 



2 

900 Seventeenth Street, N.W. 


j 

3 

Washington, D.C. 20006 




BALL, HUNT, HART, BROWN AND BAERWITZ 



4 

120 Linden Avenue LOCAL ft STAtfc 

i 


Long Beach, California 90801 



5 




Attorneys for Defendant 
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7 

HERBERT W. KALMBACH 



¥> 8 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


V-JI 

9 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


10 

0 



11 

' JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Civil Action No. 76-1794 


12 

Plaintiff 



15 

VS. 

ANSWER 


14 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , 



15 

*. 

Defendants 



16 




17 

CCMES NOW the defendant, HERBERT W. KALMBACH, for himself alone 


18 

and for no other defendant or defendants, admits, denies and alleges as 


19 

follows: 



20 




21 

ANSWER TO COMPLAINT. 



22 




23 

Whenever a paragraph or allegation of the complaint is denied 


24 

upon information and belief, such denial shall be deemed to include an 


25 

allegation that this answering defendant denies any knowledge or information 


28 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of such paragraph or allegation. 


27 




28 

1. Paragraph 1 is denied upon information and belief. *i / 


29 


BS | / ' / 7 mmtrwxvtK&i* 

/ NOT RECORDED 




















4. Paragraphs 4(a), 4(b), 4(c), 4(d), 4(e), 4(f), 4(g), 4(h), 
4(i), 4(j), 4(k) and 4(1) are admitted. Paragraph 4(m) is denied, except 
that this answering defendant admits that he was defendant Nixon's personal 
attorney from March, 1969 through February, 1974. Paragraph 4(n), 4(o), 4(p), 
4(q), 4(r), 4(s), 4(t), 4(u), 4(v), 4(w) and 4(x) are denied upon information 
and belief. 

5. Paragraph 5, and each sub-paragraph thereof, namely, sub- 
paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) are denied; and this answering defendant denies 
that plaintiff has been damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other 
manner or amount or at all. 

6. Paragraph 6 is denied upon information and belief, except 
that this answering defendant admits that he dispersed funds to Ulasewicz; and 
this answering defendant denies that plaintiff has been damaged as alleged 

in said paragraph or in any other manner or amount or at all. 

7. Paragraph 7 is denied upon information and belief, and this 
answering defendant denies specifically that he was directed by any defendant 
to investigate plaintiff. 

8. Paragraph 8 is denied upon information and belief. 

9. Paragraph 9 is denied upon information and belief and this 
answering defendant denies more specifically that he prepared or caused to be 
prepared lists of enemies made up of names of persons believed by defendants 
to be hostile to them, for the purpose of causing agencies of government, 
..in..abuse_..o£ .the.ir„pow£.rs.,.,:to^take__action.against_ihe persons named,.and ..that, 
the plaintiff's name was on one or more of,those lists. 

10. Paragraph 10 is denied upon information and belief and this 
answering defendant denies more specifically that he organized a special 


- 2 - 
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,♦ 

1 

1 

investigations unit called the "Plumbers", whose members and supervisors 


2 

included defendants Ehrlichman, Krogh, Young, Colson, Hunt and Liddy, and 


3 

which in turn engaged the services of Bernard Barker, Eugenio Martinez and 


4 

Felipe di Diego, and that the "Plumbers" were organized in order to investigate 

i 

6 

and prevent alleged "leaks" of information which defendants wished to keep 


8 

from the citizens of the United States, and were authorized by defendants 


7 

and did carry out illegal entries and the placing of unlawful wiretaps. 


8 

This answering defendant more specifically denies that he caused the United 


9 

States Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) unlawfully to provide assistance to 


10 

the "Plumbers". This answering defendant more specifically denies that he 


11 

ordered the "Plumbers", as well as agencies of government, to investigate 


12 

plaintiff and others to learn the sources of plaintiff’s information in order 


13 

to prevent plaintiff from gathering information in the future and from 


14 

publishing such information. This answering defendant more specifically 


15 

A 

denies that he caused unlawful wiretaps and unlawful electronic surveillance 


18 

to be placed on several individuals whose identities are unknown to plaintiff 


17 

and on Charles Radford, an enlisted man in the United States Navy on the staff 


18 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who was suspected of being, but who was not, 


19 

a source for plaintiff's news stories; and, on information and belief, on 


20 . 

plaintiff. 


21 

22 

11. Paragraph 11 is denied upon information and belief and this 


23 

answering defendant more specifically denies that in 1971 and 1972, he, 


24 

through the "Plumbers", conceived and committed overt acts in the furtherance 


25 

of a plan and conspiracy to cause serious physical injury, possibly including 


28 

27 

28 

death, to plaintiff. This answering defendant denies that plaintiff has been 

damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other manner or amount or at 


29 



30 



, 31 

12. Paragraph 12 is denied upon information and belief and this 

answering defendant more specifically denies that beginning in 1971, 


32 

investigations were conducted by agents of the Department of Defense and 




-3- 


Greenberg/Gray-4076 














1 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation, acting at defendant's direction, aimed 


2 

at discovering and prosecuting persons who had given information to plaintiff 


3 

which plaintiff had published; and this answering defendant denies that 


4 

plaintiff has been damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other 


5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

manner or amount or at all. 


13. Paragraph 13 is denied upon information and belief. 


14. Paragraph 14 is denied upon information and belief, and 


10 

this answering defendant more specifically denies that on or about March 9, 

i 

11 

1972, upon information and belief, defendant Richard M. Nixon, ordered 


12 

defendant Ehrlichman and others of his aides to contact Federal Bureau of 


13 

Investigation Director J. Edgar Hoover to obtain information about plaintiff 


14 

in order that Nixon, Ehrlichman and this answering defendant might discredit 


15 

"plaintiff; and this answering defendant denies that plaintiff has been 


10 

damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other manner or amount or at 


17 

all. 


18 



19 

15. Paragraph 15 is denied upon information and belief and 


20 

this answering defendant more specifically denies that in early 1972 he 


21 

through the CIA, began and conducted until at least July, 1972 an unlawful 


22 

investigation, surveillance and interference with plaintiff and plaintiff's 


23 

employees, with the purpose and intent of discovering and punishing 


24 

persons who were sources for plaintiff of information which plaintiff had 

, 

25 

published but which defendant wished suppressed, with the further purpose 


26 

and intent of preventing plaintiff from gathering information in the future 


27 

and from publishing such information; and this answering defendant denies that 


28 

plaintiff has been damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other manner < 

r 

29 

amount or at all. 


30 

31 

16. Paragraph 16 is denied upon information and belief and this 


32 

answering defendant more specifically denies that he began an effort, plan 
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* # 

I 1 

1 

1 

and scheme to attempt to discredit plaintiff and to destroy his reputation 


2 

for truth, veracity and accuracy, in the course of which surveillance as 


3 

described in Paragraph 15 was carried out; agents of the Internal Security 


4 

Division of the Department of Justice, under the supervision of defendant 


5 

Mardian, interviewed witnesses; the Department of Justice collaborated with 


6 

a private detective firm, Intertel, which had been hired by ITT, with the 


7 

Committee for the Re-Election of the President and with the Republican 


8 

National Committee; derogatory information respecting plaintiff which was 


9 

untrue and which was known by defendant to be untrue was delivered by defendant 


10 

or his agents to Senator Marlow W. Cook to be used (and which was used) by 


11 

him at Senate Judiciary Committee hearings concerning the ITT matter with 


12 

the intention of damaging plaintiff’s reputation for truth, veracity and 


13 

accuracy, and this answering defendant denies that plaintiff has been 


14 

damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other manner or amount or at all 


15 



16 

17, Paragraph 17 is denied upon information and belief. 


17 



18 

18. Paragraph 18 is denied upon information and belief, and 


19 

this answering defendant more specifically denies that he employed and 


20 

directed agents of the FBI to conduct surveillance of plaintiff and to 


21 

arrest plaintiff if he reported on and was present at the return of the 


22 

stolen Indian documents to federal authorities, for the purpose, inter alia, 


23 

of subpoenaing and copying private telephone records of plaintiff and his 


24 

associates, so that those persons who were sources for plaintiff of information 


25 

which defendants wished suppressed would be discovered and would be punished, 


26 

and plaintiff could be prevented from receiving, gathering and publishing 


27 

such information in the future; and this answering defendant denies that 


28 

plaintiff has been damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any other 


29 

manner or amount or at all. 


30 



31 

19. Paragraph 19 is denied upon information and belief; and 


32 

this answering defendant denies that plaintiff has been damaged as alleged 
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in said paragraph or in any other manner or amount or at all. 
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20. Paragraph 20 is denied upon information and belief and 
this answering defendant more specifically denies that he attempted to 
destroy plaintiff's reputation for truth, veracity and accuracy and to hinder 
and prevent plaintiff from receiving, gathering and publishing newsworthy 
unformation by representing to plaintiff and his associates certain facts 

to be true which defendants knew were not true, in order that the plaintiff 
might write inaccurate news stories; and this answering defendant denies 
that plaintiff has been damaged as alleged in said paragraph or in any 
other manner or amount or at all. 

21. Paragraph 21 is denied upon information and belief and this 
answering defendant more specifically denies that he directed and employed 
the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), in abuse of the agency's powers, to 
conduct a complete field audit of plaintiff's 1973 tax returns, as well as 
to conduct other investigations. 

22. Paragraph 22 is denied upon information and belief; and 
this answering defendant denies that plaintiff has been damaged as alleged in 
said paragraph or in any other manner or amount or at all. 


AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 


23. The complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute 
a claim upon which relief can be granted. 


24. The Court does not have jurisdiction of the claims which 
plaintiff purports to state. 

25. Any purported claims for relief asserted by plaintiff 
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are barred by the Statute of Limitations. 


WHEREFORE, this answering defendant prays for judgment as follows: 


1. .That plaintiff take nothing. 


2. That this answering defendant recover his costs of suit 
and have such other and further relief as the court may deem just and proper. 


BALL, HUNT, HART, BROWN AND BAERWITZ 


3ERT AITKEN 


WELCH $ MORGAN 
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DB1AND FOR JURY TRIAL 



Defendant HERBERT W. KAIMBACH hereby demands a jury trial on 
the matters set forth in the foregoing Answer and Counterclaims. 


DATED: January , 1977 


BALL, HUNT, HART, BROWN AND BAERWITZ 


Robert aitken 


WELCH § MORGAN 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I do hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing "Answer 

To Complaint" was mailed, postage prepaid, this 14th day of January, 

1977, to the following:* 

William A, Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

Richard M. Nixon 

Presidential Compound 

San Clemente, California 92672 

Henry A, Kissinger 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Richard M. Helms 
United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

John N. Mitchell 

20 B road St reet 

New York, New York 10005 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 

Los Angeles, California 90004 

John D. Ehrlichman 

227 Montoya Circle 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Charles W. Colson 
1350 Ballantrae Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

Richard G. Kleindienst 
8464 Portland Place 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

L. Patrick Gray 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut 06378 



* On November 24, 1976, a copy of Defendant Kalmbach's Motion For 
Enlargement Of Time Within Which To Answer The Complaint was 
mailed to John W. Dean, III, 1166 1 San Vicente Boulevard, Brentwood, 
California 94513, as shown on the certificate of service. This Motion 
was subsequently returned to our office as not being the correct address. 
We therefore have omitted John W. Dean from this certificate of service. 
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Robert C. Mardian 
2323 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 


Jeb Stuart Mag ruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 


10017 


Egil Krogh, Jr. 

c/o Swensen's Ice Cream Factory 

333 Pine Street - Suite 300 

San F rancisco, California 94104 

David R. Young, Jr. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 

Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

Federal Correctional Institution 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Edward H. Levi 

Attorney General of the United States 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Clarence M. Kelley 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
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George Bush 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

Donald G. Alexander 

Commissioner, Inte rnal Revenue Service 
1111 Constitution Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20224 


Charles A. McNeli 
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V f ^ » V \VV- X 


federal govepjxmeet 

Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 

Assistant Director - legal Counsel 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


- Encs. 2 

"ilf'i'-iaavitt - Encs. 2 
Mr. Gallagher - Encs. 
Mr. Moore - Encs. 2 
Mr. Mintz - Encs. 2 

January 17, 1977 


- Civ. Lit. 


Dep. AD Ad 
Dep. AD Inv 
Asst. Dir.: 
Adm. Serv.. 


JACK N. ANDERSON v. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, efc al. 
(O.S.D.C, D.C.,) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 


Refarene^ is made to the memorandum of Richard 1. 
Thornburgh, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, dated 
October 20, 1976.' It is my understanding that captioned matter 
imm been transferred to your Division. 

The Complaint and Amendment No. 1 to Complaint have 
been reviewed as to defendant Clarence M. Kelley, Director, 

FBI, who is sued in his official capacity as Director, a position 
he has held since July 9, 1973. At the outset and by way of 
summary, the Complaint alleges defendants engaged in a conspiracy 
beginning in July, 1969, and continuing until sometime in 1974, 
for the purpose, object and intention of depriving plaintiff, a 
journalist, of rights, privileges and immunities secured to him 
by the Constitution of the United States, namely rights secured 
by the First Amendment’s guarantee of freedom of the press, the 
right of privacy and the right to be free of search and seizures 
without warrant, secured by the First, Fourth and Ninth Amend¬ 
ments, and the right to be free from interference with life, 7 
liberty and property without due process of law, secured by the ? ‘ 
Fifth Amendment. The Complaint further alleges 15 overt acts 
furthering this conspiracy. For the most part, a specific time 
period when the overt acts occurred or acts off a specific defend¬ 
ant are alleged. With few exceptions, the specified time period 
of jja?f$edes the commencement of Director Kelley * g term- • 

of of fit** - and ; ife overt act is specifically attributed td 
,._J>irectpfc; -fikB&mig by name. Amendment No. 1 to Complaint alleges 
Adm aa intentidteal and fraudulent concealment of the conspiracy and 
lnv owKfct^/acjts-Wjhich plaintiff did not, and could not discover prior 
nr.Jto February % I 9,,JJL974, and that plaintiff thereafter has attempted 


E ,t. AHoi-s^© jiacover all of the facts but certain defendants have refused 
r7-7„! ” ,s 'ffP disclose documents and information pertaining thereto. ^In 


■.REC-7il, 


A»C. *tant. 

/ , ■ .7 - 

Spec.t[ny., 
'^jPr^ining _ 
Telephone R 
D irector ScO 


w JT 
// 

RLH:clh 




b .cp - / / 7 3 vS 3 


ClONTINUED - 0\ 


m 24 19 n 


TELETYPE UNIT dU 


GPO : 1976 O - 207-526 


'Gfeenberg/Gray-4085 







* •• 


Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


view of the foregoing, and after review of appropriate files to 
date, the following are suggested answers to be asserted on behalf 
of Director Kelley to the specific allegations ©f the Complaintt 

As to Paragraph 3U Defendant Kelley admits that this 
is a civil'"i.<ition'’oHallengTng certain acts of defendants, but 
denies that any acts of the defendants violated the rights of 
plaintiff under the constitutional provisions enumerated and 
denies all allegations contained therein which are inconsistent 
herewith. Defendant Kelley further admits that the civil action 
seeks damages for past, and declaratory and specific relief 
against future acts but denies that the plaintiff is entitled 
to any of the relief sought. 

As to Paragraph 2 1 Defendant Kelley denies the 
allegations cont ain«dinth1 a paragraph. 

As to Paragraph 3 ? Defendant Kelley lacks information 
and knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the allegations 
contained in this paragraph. 

As to Paragraph 4: Defendant Kelley admits on 
information end belief suSrParAgraphs (a) through (u), (w) 
and (x) of Paragraph 4 and Director Kelley admits as alleged 
in sub-Paragraph (v) that he is the Director of the FBI having 
served in that capacity from July 9, 1973, and Director Kelley 
further admits in this civil suit he is sued only in his 
official capacity and only for specific declaratory relief, 
but denies that th® plaintiffs are entitled to any of the 
relief sought. 

As to Parag r aph 5 s Director'Kelley denies the 
allegations conCaTnaa in this paragraph and sub-Paragraphs 
, (b) and (®). 

As to Paragraph 6 t The allegations of Paragraph $ 
do not apply to'BXrecfor - Kelley acting in his official capacity 
and therefore no answer is deemed appropriate. 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


As to Paragraph 7 t Director Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they n &y be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 

As to P aragraph 8 ; The allegations of Paragraph 8 
do not apply to“birectorKelley acting in his official capacity 
and therefore no answer is deemed appropriate. 

As to Paragraph 9; Director Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they may be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 

As to Para graph 10 z Director Kelley admits that in 
December, HP? 1 ,'^laintiff published in his column news stories 
about United States policy respecting the India-Pakistan 
conflict wherein disclosure® were made of conversations between 
the defendant Richard M. Nixon and defendant Henry Kissinger 
and between defendant Kissinger and other high officials at 
the White House and the State Department? that at the request 
of defendant John N. Mitchell, then Attorney General of the 
United States, electronic surveillance was initiated by the FBI 
on the residential telephone of Charles Edward Radford, II, Navy 
Yeoman, First Class, assigned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff who . 
was then believed the source ©f highly classified national security 
information set forth in plaintiff’s December column? Director 
Kelley further admits that additional telephone electronic sur¬ 
veillance was established on Radford and certain other individuals 
regarding this incident sitter-at the request of defendant 
Mitchell or defendant David R. Young who assured that defendant 
Mitchell concurred in the request? but defendant Kelley denies 
that these electronic surwillanees constituted unlawful wiretaps 
and unlawful electronic surveillances, As to the remaining 
allegations, defendant Kelley lacks information and knowledge 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of these allegations. 

As to Paragraph li t - Director Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they may be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


As to Paragrap h 12 s Defendant Kelley admits that 
at the request of tSe^tolted States Attorney# Alexandria.# and 
the Criminal Division of the Department of Justice# the FBI 
instituted a preliminary Interception of Communications investi¬ 
gation looking into the alleged bugging and tape recording of 
meetings held in October# 1970, at the Office of Information 
for the Armed Forces, Department of Defense# located at the 
Pomponlo Building# Rotslym# Virginia? that plaintiff on 
December 21 and 26 , 1970# wrote articles reporting information 
apparently obtained from the• tapes, of these me etings; that the 
preliminary inquiry developed | l then an employee 

of the Armed Forces Radio-TV Service# as a logical suspect? that 
after consultation with the Criminal Division of the Department 
of Justice, United states -Attorney Brian P. Gettings# Eastern 
District of Virginia# subpoenaed severa l witness es before the 
Grand Jury, Norfolk# Virginia, including! | that after hear¬ 

ing testimony, the Grand Jury did not return an indictment and 
thereafter th© FBI investigation was concluded when the United 
States Attorney advised he contemplated no further action in 
this matter* Defendant Kelley denies all allegations contained 
in Paragraph 12 which are inconsistent herewith. 

Aa t o Pa ragraph 13 * Director Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they r ’may~b© construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 


As to Paragraph 14 
and knowledge'^ sufficient to for® 
contained in this Paragraph, 


Defendant Kelley lacks information 
a belief as to the allegations 


As to Paragraph 1 5: Director Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they may be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 

As to Paragraph 16 ? Director Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they may*be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 

As to Parag r aph 17 : Defendant Kelley denies the ^lega¬ 
tions as they may” be construed, t© pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


As to Pa ragraph 18 1 Defendant Kelley admits that in 
December, V$f$ t plaintiff and his associates published articles 
which included information obtained from documents stolon from 
the Bureau Of Indian Affairs' (BIA) Building f Washington, D. C.; 
on January 19 , 1973, information was received by the FBI that 
documents stolen from the BIA Building, Washington, l>, C., were 
going to be sold to plaintiff, on January 36, 1973, three cartons 
,b®Iieved to be containing stolen BIA documents were transported 
to the Washington, £>. C., area for delivery to plaintiff? on 
January 30, 1973, facts in this matter were presented to an 
Assistant United States Attorney, Washington, D, C., who due to 
exigent circumstances authorised the arrest of several persons, 
including any representative of plaintiff, for violation of 
Title It, United States Cod© (USC), Section <41 and 2670, in 
the event the stolen documents were turned ever to. such a repre- b 3 


seatative; on January 31, 1973, plaintiff's associate Whitten 
was arrested for possession of stolen Government property as 
he carried from an apartment building a box containing stolen 


BIA documents toward his automobile; as 
relating to'ffcia matter , subpoenas for| 

^were furnished 


cart of the investigation 


states Attorney, Chie 
Court, Wa shington, D, 
served 


on 


Grand Jury 
€«, •and_ 


y tha 
Section. 


X* 

I records for 


then Assistant United 
United States District 


__ _| thereafter certain inter* 

views were conducted pursuant to that investigation ,* and that 


on or about February 15, 1973, a Complaint charging Whitten with 
violation of Title 18, USC, Section €41 , was dismissed after 
the Grand Jury# United States District Court, District of Columbia, 
returned a M ho bill" after hearing evidence in this matter* 
Defendant Kelley denies all allegations contained therein which 
are inconsistent herewith. 


As to paragraph 19 : Defendant Kelley denies tha allega¬ 
tions as they may Be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 


A s to Paragraph 20 ? Defendant Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as tHey rosy be construed to pertain to him acting 4a his 
official capacity. 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


As to .Paragraph 21 : Defendant Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions as they.may'be construed to pertain to him acting in his 
official capacity. 

As to P aragraph 22 t Defendant Kelley denies the allega¬ 
tions contained Xn this Paragraph. 

As to Paragraphs 23 and 24 t The allegations of Para¬ 
graphs 23 and 24 do not apply to Defendant Kelley acting in his 
official capacity and therefore no answer is deemed appropriate. 

As to Paragraphs 25 and 26s Defendant Kelley prays 
that the Complaihl: bedisrnissed denying plaintiff any judicial 
relief whatsoever. 

A® to Amendment No. 1 to Complaint the following are 
suggested answers to he asserted on behalf of Director Kelley: 

As to Paragraph 1 : defendant.Kelley admits that on 
May 6, 1976:, plaintiff 'through his attorney, filed a Freedom of 
Information - Privacy Acts request, that no documents or infor¬ 
mation have been provided pursuant thereto; and that plaintiff 
through his attorney has been advised that his request would be 
processed in accordance with established procedures. Director 
Kelley denies all other allegations contained in this Paragraph. 

As to P ar agraph 2 : Defendant Kelley admits on informa¬ 
tion and belief the allegations of this Paragraph. 

By way of further defense, affirmative in nature, the 
following are suggested to foe asserted on behalf of Director Kelley 
acting in his official capacities: 

5 1. The Complaint fails to state, a claim upon which 

relief can be granted, 

2. This civil action is a suit against the United 
States to which, the United Sfeafes has not consented and is 
therefor* barred by the doctrine of sovereign immunity. 


• 6 
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A**isrtant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


3. The acts of defendant Kelley performed in the fur¬ 
therance ©£ his official duties were within the scope of his 
authority and were not in excess of his statutory authority. 
Defendant Kelley'' therefore is absolutely immune from suit under 
the doctrine of official immunity. 

4. The activities of Director Kelley herein were 
performed in the furtherance of his official duties and in the 
reasonable belief that such activities were necessary, lawful 

and within the scope ©f his authority and therefore defendant Kelley 
is not liable for such activities. 

5. The claims sat forth in the Complaint are predicated 
upon actions which occurred outside the period of limitations 

and are therefor® barred by the Statute of Limitations. 

The foregoing is submitted for your consideration in 
preparing answers on behalf of Director Kelley who is sued in 
his official capacity. 

NOTE: In referenced communication, Department of Justice has 

requested suggested answers to be asserted on behalf of 
Director Kelley in captioned matter. The requested suggested 
answers are provided in this memorandum based on file reviews by 
General Investigative Division and^&pecial Investigative Division 
(memoranda dated respectively 11/1/76 and 11/3/76), as reviewed 
by Legal Counsel Division. Discussion with Department of Justice 
attorneys has resulted in continuance of deadline. Answer to be 
filed instant date; Department of Justice aware of contents of 
instant communication through verbal discussions and review of 
pertinent documents. / 
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f- ' JU#Y 1973 EDITION 
J. G'*5A FPMR <41 CFR) 101-11.6 


rUNIITED STATES GO^I 


INMENT 
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TO 


FRO. 


date: 1/12/77 



subject: 



/ 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATTN: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION 
SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 

(£} . 

JACK N. ANDERSON v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et. al. 

(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL _AC.TION_NO. 76-1794 

P' 

f 

Remylet dated 11/15/76. 

Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 1/10/77. 
The following pertinent docket entries were noted: 


12/9/76 


12/9/76 


ORDER filed 12/7/76 granting motion 
of defendants ALEXANDER, BUSH, KELLEY, 
KISSINGER and LEVI for an enlargement 
of time through 12/15/76 to respond 
to plaintiff's first interrogatories 
and to respond to first request for 
production of documents. 

ORDER filed 12/7/76 granting in part 
motion of defendants NIXON, HELMS, 
MITCHELL, HALDERMAN, COLSON, KLEINDIENST, 
GRAY, MARDIAN and HUNT for an extension 
of time to respond to,complaint; 
extending time thru 1/17/77 for all 
defendants to answer; no further 
extensions will be granted. Setting 
a status conference on 1/25/77 at 
2:00 P.M. directing all counsel and all 
pro se defendants to be present. 



2/- Bureau 
1 - WFO 
DFH:mkg 


W^ 3 S 3 -f\ 


(3) 


4FEB9 




>1 



6 JAN 13 J97 




\$rr 


Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on 



5010 - 1(0 





WFO 62-10968 


USDCDC. 


1/4/77 STIPULATION extending time thru 

1/14/77 for defendant LEVI to serve 

answers and objections to first 

interrogatories and serve his 
response to plaintiffs first request 
for production of documents and 
extending time thru 1/14/77 for 
plaintiff to respond to defendant 
KELLEY's motion for a protective 
order, approved. 

WFO will continue to follow captioned matter in 
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\ IfeERAL GOVlKWMEHt 

VTE: - '**r. 

. Barbara Allen Babcock - 

i«fc—.Adting Assistant Attorney General 
Vf/Civil D^i vision 
i&K Jack N. Anderson v. Richard M. 

Nixon, et al., USDC D.C., C.A. 

Y \ NO.:..:7£=:129,4^ \ 

to: Clarence M. Kelley, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 




ulffED STATES GOVERNMENT 


BAB:RJFranzinger:gm a y 
95-16-4179 

Telephone: g MAR . 
739-3385 K W? 


Enclosed please find a copy of an Order entered by 
United States District Judge Gerhard A. Gesell summarizing 
the results of a January 25, 1977 status conference in 
this case. Pursuant to paragraph (3) of that Order, we have 
already moved for a particularization of plaintiff's al¬ 
legations with respect to defendants L. Patrick Gray, III, 

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Richard G. Kleindienst, as well as 
the Department of State. Shortly after receipt of the 
requested particularization we will move on behalf of all 
defendants sued individually to dismiss the case on at least 
the following grounds: (1) the action is barred by the ap¬ 
plicable Statute of Limitations; (2) lack of personal 
jurisdiction and (3) failure to state a claim upon which 
relief may be granted. We will at the same time move to 
dismiss on behalf of the defendant federal agencies on the 
grounds that the complaint fails to state a claim upon which 
relief may be granted and that, the action is barred by laches. 


For your information. Department of Justice attorneys, 
in addition to representing all defendants sued in their 
official capacities only, directly represent defendants 
Colson, Dean, Gray, Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krogh, 
and Mardian. 

I will continue to keep you advised of pertinent 
developments in this case and invite any comments or sug¬ 
gestions you may have with respect to the defense of this 
action. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

a ■■ ■", ■: ■ : 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

' ) Y 

Plaintiff, ) . 

. • , V- Y ■ • ) . . . 

v. ___ i—-~— T ) -. Civil Action No. 76-1794 

' •' - ■ - ' ) . 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al, . ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

__ __) 


AMENDMENT NO. 1 
TO COMPLAINT 


1. The complaint'''in this action is amended by adding to para¬ 
graph 5 thereof after the last sentence, the following sentence: 
Defendants did intentionally and fraudulently conceal 

said conspiracy and said overt acts from plaintiff, 

: V .... 

and plaintiff did not discover and with due diligence 


r c 


! Y 


could not have discovered the existence of said ^ 

7JT 3. '■ 


conspiracy prior to February 19, 1974; plaintiff 


has with due diligence attempted to discover all 


NOT RECORDED 


14 JAN 24 1977 


the facts pertaining thereito since that date and 
has not been able to do so, by reason of the refusal 
of certain defendants to disclose documents and 
information pertaining thereto,. which continues to date. 
2. The complaint is further amended by correcting the 
addresses of defendants, as follows: 





John N. Mitchell 
415 East 52nd Street 
New York, New York 10022 


Jo hri . Q.ean111 ^ ... - -— 

■...-Js/sp — 

—IO 4 O 15th. Street_NW 
Washington, D.C. 20005 





f£B24«7T 
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and by adding as an additional address for defendant Kissinger, 

in his personal capacity, the following: 

/ Henry A. Kissinger 
• V ; ; ; . c 3026 P Street NW 

; Washington, D.C. 20007 

- Respectfully submitted, 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
;V ANDRA N. OAKES 

JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 

]'■[ , DAVID L. SCULL 

V.*- ; '., 2005 L Street NW 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

October 18, 1976 Attorneys for Plaintiff 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing 
Amendment No. 1 to Complaint on the Attorney General of the v ■ 

United States and the United States Attorney for the District 
of Columbia and all defendants by first class mail to the 
addresses listed in the caption to the complaint, as amended 
herein,; filed September 27, 1976, . this 18th day of October, 1976 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
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IN TUE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


FOR TUE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


/ - 
■J If" 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


• i, ' f’-; 


f ftr 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, ET AL., 


Defendants. 


) Civil Action No. 76-1794 


z/r's 


h i 


p | f f n 

& M lw»<n 

2 ' 1977 


^ V .Vs 

-V 


\f\ V . ■,« JAMES F. DAVEY, Clerk 

>\d\f vF/ 


' At a status confe-rcourt on January 
25, 1977, the • following schedule was established. 

(1) It appearing that no service has been 
e-ffocted en -def endants' Jeb Stuart Magruder, David R. Young, 
John J. Caulfield and James W. McCord, Jr . , plaintiff will 
attempt to perfect service by February 15, 1977, and has 
consented to dismissal of each of these defendants where 


service is not 


(2) Plaintiff will file by February 15, 1977, any 
motions to compel responses to interrogatories previously . ' 


served. 


(3) The defendants will file by February 15, 1977, 


requests for particularization of claims if not satisfied by 
answers already given to interrogatories. 

(4) In the event particularization is not required, 
the federally represented defendants will move to dismiss on 
various grounds on or before February 15, 1977, and, if necessary, 
the remaining defendants may supplement such motion one week later. 
Plaintiff shall not be required to respond to the motions to 
dismiss filed by defendants Nixon and Liddy until response to 

the motion to dismiss to be filed by the defendants represented 
by the Justice Department is due. 

(5) Defendant Kelley's motion for a protective order 
will remain unresolved pending filing of the motions to dismiss, 

(6) NO discovery other 'than herein provided is to 
bo attempted by any party without permission of the Court. 


£ 








Plaintiff sues defendants Levi, Kelley, Bush 
and Alexander solely in their official capacities, seeks 
no damages from these individuals but only injunctive relief 
against the agencies they represent. As new individuals fill 
.the respective offices of these defendants in the new 
administration their names will be substituted accordingly. 
Plaintiff desires that the damage action proceed first. 

Plaintiff sues defendant Kissinger in both his 
individual and official capacities. 

The Court has requested the United States to advise 
defendant Liddy that the Government is jo re pared t o. provide - 
counsel for him. Similar advice has apparently been given to 
defendants Nixon, Haldeman and Ehrlichman. l'n the event any of 
these defendants is for any reason dissatisfied with counsel 
provided or believes there is need for separate representation, 
the Court should be so advised in writing. 

Plaintiff's motion tc amend the complaint is granted 
and his- Amendment No. 2 to Complaint should be filed. 


SO ORDERED. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


January 27, 1977. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT^COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al.. 


Defendants. 


FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO DEFENDANT 
DONALD G. ALEXANDER. COMMISSIONER, INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 


Plaintiff requests that defendant Alexander produce, on or be¬ 
fore the forty-fifth day after service of the summons and complaint 
in this action upon him, pursuant to Rule 34, F.R.CiV.P., at the 
offices of plaintiff's attorney William A. Dobrovir, 2005 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, for inspection and copying, the fol¬ 
lowing records, defined to include, but without limitation, docu¬ 
ments or writings whether handwritten, typed or printed, voice re¬ 
cordings or any other tangible object which records or relates to 
any of the matters listed below. 

1. Records which are a record of, relate to or reflect any of 
the information described in Interrogatory 1.0-1.18, served this day, 

2. Records of communications between the White House or the 
Executive Office of the President and the Internal Revenue Service 
respecting an investigation or possible or proposed investigation 
of plaintiff for violation of criminal or civil provisions of the 
tax laws. 

3. Records maintained by the Internal Revenue Service of any 
investigation or audit of plaintiff in any of the years 1971-75. 

4. Records reflecting or relating to any investigation de¬ 
nominated "Operation Tradewinds," any investigation into property 
ownership of plaintif f in' tll^' Barlamas, and'any investigation aris¬ 
ing from or relating to reports concerning Donald A. Nixon, nephew 
of defendant Richard M. Nixon. 
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Defendant may omit any records previously furnished without 
deletions to plaintiff pursuant to Freedom of Information Act re- 


Respectfully submitted. 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 ■, 

September 28, 1976 Attorneys for Plaintiff 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing 


Request for Production on the Attorney General of the United States 


and the United States Attorney for.the District of Columbia and all 
defendants by first class mail to the addresses listed in the cap¬ 
tion to the complaint filed September 27, 1976, this 28th day of 
September, 1976. 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
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V UNITED STATES DISTR^j^ COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 




JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 

Defendants, 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO 
DEFENDANT HENRY A. KISSINGER, SECRETARY OF STATE 

Plaintiff requests that defendant Kissinger produce, on or be¬ 
fore the forty-fifth day after service of the summons and complaint 
in this action upon him, pursuant to Rule 34, F.R.Civ.P., at the 
offices of plaintiff's attorney William A. Dobrovir, 2005 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, for inspection and copying, the fol¬ 
lowing records, defined to include, but Without limitation, docu-• 
ments or writings whether handwritten, typed or printed, voice re¬ 
cordings or any other tangible object which records or relates to 
any of the matters listed below. 

1. Records which are a record of, relate to or reflect any of 

the information described in Interrogatory. 1.0-1.18, served this day 

2. Records of investigation, surveillance, burglary, wire¬ 
tapping and any other interference with, reports on and proposals 
to deal with Jack Anderson carried out, proposed or attempted to 
be carried out or suggested or communicated to the "White House 
Plumbers," including John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh, David Young, E. 
Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

3. Records in which plaintiff is referred to, directly or 
indirectly, in connection with reports concerning United States 
policy during the India-Pakistan conflict in 1971. 

Respectfully submitted. 


September 28, 1976 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing 
Request for Production on the Attorney General of the United States 
and the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia and all 
defendants by first class mail to the addresses listed in the cap¬ 
tion to the complaint filed September 27, 1976, this 28th day of 
September, 1976. 

WILLIAM A. DOBRGVIR 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR: THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

' ■. - . . . ) '' .. , -.■■■ . 

Plaintiff, ) 

•• v '• ’ ", . '■ ) ' ; ■ \ ■ . 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 — 

) ■■ • . . . . . • : 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

: - " ) . • •„ . . ■ •; •. 

Defendants. ) 

___) ■ > ■' 

FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO DEFENDANT 

GEORGE BUSH, DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AND HEAD OF THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Plaintiff requests that defendant Bush produce , on or before 
the forty-fifth day after service of the summons and complaint in 
this action upon him, pursuant to Rule 34, F.R.Civ.P., at the of¬ 
fices of plaintiff's attorney WiTTiam A. Dobrovir, 2005 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, for inspection and copying, the fol¬ 
lowing records, defined to include, but without limitation, docu¬ 
ments or writings whether handwritten, typed or printed, voice re¬ 
cordings' or any other tangible object which records or relates to 
any of the matters listed below. 

1. Records which are a record of, relate to or reflect any of 
the information described in Interrogatory 1.0-1.18, served this day 

2. Records of investigation, surveillance, burglary, wire¬ 
tapping and any other interference with, reports on and proposals 
to deal with plaintiff carried out, proposed or attempted to be 
carried out or suggested or communicated to the "White House 
Plumbers," including defendants John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh, David 
Young, E. Howard Hunt and ,G. Gordon Liddy. 

3. Records of any investigation, wiretapping or surveillance 
of plaintiff under the names of "Brandy," "Mudhen," "Altex," "Celo- 
tex,” "Cexotex II,”" or Otherwise" by 'tiKe'ISentfai Intelligence Agency 
or any persons employed whether fulltime or part-time, overtly or 
covertly, as Government employees, consultants or otherwise. 
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• 4. Record^ of any proposals, suggestions or attempts to do 

physical harm to plaintiff by poison* administration of drugs, or 
other means. 

5. Records of the wiring of CIA Director Helms with elec¬ 
tronic equipment intended to detect or "jam" a suspected use by 
plaintiff, at a luncheon with Helms in the, Madison Hotel, of re¬ 
cording equipment. 

6. Records of any attempt to investigate, discredit, wire¬ 
tap, conduct surveillance on or otherwise interfere with plain¬ 
tiff in which the Republican National Committee, the Committee 

to Re-elect the President, private investigators including Inter- 
tel, or International Telephone & Telegraph Corporation partici¬ 
pated. 

7. Records of any investigation, interception, mail cover 
operation, or other interference with mail sent to or by plain¬ 
tiff carried out by the Postal Service, the FBI, the CIA, the De¬ 
partment of Defense, other Governmental unit, or any individual 
or group employed or sanctioned by the Government (e.g., "White 
House Plumbers"). 

Defendant may omit any records previously furnished without 
deletions to plaintiff pursuant to Freedom of Information Act re¬ 


quests 


Respectfully submitted. 


September 28, 1976 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

' Attorneys for Plaintiff 


Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that i Tiave sef/’ea a copy of the foregoing 
Request for Production on the Attorney General of the United States 
and the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia and all 
defendants by first class mail to the addresses listed in the cap¬ 
tion to the complaint filed September 27, 1976, this 28th day of 
September, 1976. 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 


- 2 - 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


t^fu- is*’ 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al,, 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


Defendants. 


FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO DEFENDANT 
EDWARD H. LEVI, ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 


Plaintiff requests that defendant Levi produce, on or before 
the forty-fifth day after service of the summons and complaint in 
this action upon him, pursuant to Rule 34, F.R.Civ.P., at the of¬ 
fices of plaintiff’s attorney William A,. Dobrovir, 2005 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, for inspection and copying, the fol¬ 
lowing records, defined to include, but without limitation, docu¬ 
ments or writings whether handwritten, typed or printed, voice re¬ 
cordings or any other tangible object which records or relates to 
any of the matters listed below. 

1. Records which are a record of, relate to or reflect any of 
the information described in Interrogatory 1.0-1.18, served this day. 

2. Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General 
on May 29, 1969, June 4, 1969, and May 4, 1970, requesting autho¬ 
rization to wiretap a newsman based upon information supplied by 
Colonel Alexander M. Haig, then a member of defendant Henry A. 
Kissinger's National Security Council staff. 

3. Reports sent from the FBI to President Nixon regarding 
surveillance of newsmen, dated May 28; July 10, 15, 25; August 1, 

13; October 24, 1969; May 11; November 6, 14, 17, 27, 1970. Re¬ 
ports sent from the FBI to defendant H. R. Haldeman regarding 
electronic surveillance of newsmen, dated May 14, 18, 21; June 

23, 25, 29; July 7, 10; September 4; October 29, 1970; November 

13; December 15, 18, 22, 1970; January 5, 7, 19, 22, 27, 29, 1971. 
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4. Reports from the FBI to defendant Henry. Kissinger regard¬ 
ing electronic surveillance of newsmen, dated May 13, 29; December 
3, 1969; January 15, 21, 1970. 

5. Investigation report from Cortland Jones, circa August 
1969, which relates the surveillance of a Washington correspon¬ 
dent's lunch with a member of the National Security Council at 
the Occidental Restaurant on August 6, 1969. 

6. Memorandum from T. J. Smith, FBI agent, to E. S. Miller, 

dated May 13, 1973, and entitled "Sensitive Coverage Placed at 
the Request of the White House." ' 

7. Memorandum from William C. Sullivan, Director of the Of¬ 
fice of National Narcotics Intelligence, to William D. Ruckelshaus, 
Acting Director of FBI, dated May 11, 1973, and entitled "Sensitive 
Coverage Placed at the Request: of. the. White: House. " 

8. Records of communications from White House to J- Edgar 
Hoover requesting investigative information on plaintiff, March 9 
or 10, 1972. 

9. Records of the delivery of FBI investigative information 
on plaintiff to the White House staff, between March 9, 1972 and 
March 18, 1972. 

10. Records of correspondence from President Nixon to J. Edgar 
Hoover requesting investigative information about or, an investiga¬ 
tion of plaintiff, circa March 18, 1972. 

11. Records of communication from the White House to the Jus-, 
tice Department Internal Security Division requesting an investiga¬ 
tion of plaintiff, March 1972. 

12. Records of request from defendant H. R. Haldeman to the 
Attorney General, Justice Department Internal Security Division, 
or other members/divisions of the Justice Department requesting an 
investigation of criminal activity of plaintiff. Summer 1972. 

• 13. Records of the investigation of plaintiff or Les Whitten 
involving an allegation of the possession of stolen documents, No¬ 
vember 1972 to March 1973. 
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14. Records respecting the appearance of a supposed source 

of plaintiff, Eugene Smith, before a grand jury as the result of 
a Defense Department investigation. •, 

15. Records of investigation, surveillance, burglary, wire¬ 
tapping and.any other interference with, reports on and proposals 
to deal with plaintiff carried out, proposed or attempted to be 
carried out or suggested or communicated to the "White House 
Plumbers," including defendants John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh, David 
Young, E. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

16. Records of any wiretaps, proposed wiretaps or attempted 
wiretaps of plaintiff's home or office not otherwise specified 
above. 

17. Records of any proposals, suggestions or attempts to do 
physical harm to plaintiff by poison. 

18. Records respecting the attempted arrest of plaintiff in 
connection with the return to the Bureau of Indian Affairs of rec¬ 
ords taken from it by Native.. Americans,?, and respecting the arrest 
and prosecution of Les Whitten in connection with that return. 

19. Records of any attempt to investigate, discredit, wire¬ 
tap, conduct surveillance on or otherwise interfere with plaintiff 
in which the Republican National Committee, the Committee to Re¬ 
elect the President, private investigators including Intertel, or 
International Telephone & Telegraph Corporation participated. 

20. Records of any investigation, interception, mail cover 
operation, or other interference with mail sent to or by plaintiff., 
carried out by the Postal Service, the FBI, the CIA, the Depart¬ 
ment of Defense, other Governmental unit, or any individual or 
group employed or sanctioned by the Government (e.g., the "White 
House Plumbers"). 

21. The following records listed in the Final Report of the 
Senate Select Committee on intelligehce'“Operations,: Book III, pp^ 
326—27, footnotes 226-232; 


(a) Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. 
Miller, February 26, 1973? 

- 3 - 
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(b) Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. 

Miller# June 14, 1973; 

(c) Blind memorandum captioned "Charles 
E. Radford, II, " January 13, 1972. 

22. Memorandum from W. C. Sullivan to C. D. de Loach, July 
19, 1966, Subject “Black Bag" Job, described in the Final Report 

I t 

of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Operations, Book 
II, p. 62, footnote 238. 

Respectfully submitted, 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005- L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

September 28, 1976 Attorneys for Plaintiff 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing 
Request for Production on the Attorney General of the United States 
and the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia and all 
defendants by first class mail to the addresses listed in the cap¬ 
tion to the complaint filed September 27, 1976, this 28th day of 
September, 1976. 


WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 


. 1 . 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


) Civil Action File No. 76- 1794 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , ) 

) 

Defendant. ) 

MOTION FOR ENLARGEMENT OF TIME 
WITHIN WHICH TO ANSWER THE COMPLAINT 

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule 6(b) of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure, the defendant Herbert W, Kalmbach, hereby moves for 
an extension of time within which to file his Answer to the Complaint to / 
and including December 28, 1976. 

The Complaint and Summons in this action was received by 
defendant Kalmbach by registered mail on October 1, 1976. The summers 
served with the Complaint requires an answer within 60 days, which time 
would expire on November 29, 1976. 


his Answer. 


The defendant Kalmbach requires the additional time to formulate 

4 a.-;/? jo r _ 

r * , NOT RECORDED?"" 

William A. Dobrovir, counsel for plaintiff in th'fs'■a\:ti6'n : , ^A47s 


advised he is agreeable to this extension of time. 





Of Counsel: 


Respectfully submitted, 


v ' Charles A. McNelis 
Attorney Tor'He r be ; r t~ W fTKa 1mbac.h 


-vRo-be-r-t - Ai tke n 


Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 


Welch & Morgan 
300.Fa-rragut Building 
900 Seventeenth Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


F£6 2 41977, 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , 

Defendant. 

ORDER ENLARGING TIME 

Pursuant to the Motion of the defendant Herbert W. Kalmbach 
for an extension of time pursuant to Rule 6(b) of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure, and the indicated consent "hereto by counsel for the 
plaintiff, it is this day of November, 1976, 

ORDERED, that the time within which the defendant Kalmbach 
may serve his Answer to the Complaint is enlarged to and including 
December 28, 1976. 

United States District Judge 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) Civil Action File No. 76-1794 
) 

) 

) 

) 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I do hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing "Motion 

For Enlargement Of Time Within Which To Answer The Complaint" was 

mailed, postage prepaid, this 24th day of November, 1976, to the following: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

Richard M. Nixon 
Presidential Compound 
San Clemente, California 92672 

Henry A. Kissinger 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Richard M. Helms 
United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

John N. Mitchell 
20 Broad Street 
New York, New York 10005 

H. R. Haldeman 
443 North McCadden Place 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

John D. Ehrlichman 
227 Montoya Circle 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Charles W. Colson 
13 50 Ballantrae Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

Richard G. Kleindienst 
8464 Portland Place 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

L. Patrick Gray 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut 06378 

- .. "JohrTWt Dean, III ~ 

11661 San Vicente Boulevard 
Brentwood, California 94513 
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Robert C. Mardian 

2323 North Central Avenue 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 


Jeb Stuart Magruder 

c/o Atheneum Press ~ 

122 East 42nd Street 

New York, New York 10017 


Egil Krogh, Jr. 

c/o Swensen's Ice Cream Factory 
, 333 Pine Street - Suite 300 

San Francisco, California 94104 


David R. Young, Jr. 

Queens College 

Oxford University 

Oxford, England 


John J. , Caulfield 

5205 Concordia Street 

Fairfax, Virginia 22030 


Anthony T. Ulasewicz 

Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 


E. Howard Hunt 

Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 


G. Gordon Liddy 

Federal Correctional Institution 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 


James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 

Rockville, Maryland 20850 


Edward H. Levi 

Attorney General of the United States 

Department of Justice 

Washington, D.C, 20530 


Clarence M. Kelley 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation^ 

^ _ _ J. Edgar Hoover Building 



i 

" as inn*gttiTft, D. C. 2053:0 . . - ~ ■■ 
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George Bush 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

Donald G. Alexander 

Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service 
1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20224 
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GtBV AMERICAN IMSURftNCE COMMIES 


March 1, 1977 


Mr. Richard M. Nixon OUTSIDE SOURCE 

Presidential Compound 
San Clemente, California 

Re: Assured: Richard M. Nixon 
File Nos. LKS 7 HG 8590 
LKS 7 HG 8591 


Dear Mr. Nixon: 

On January 7, 1977, Great American received from Edward O'Sullivan a letter 
dated December 29, 1976. in which he informed us that Judge Smith of the U. 3. 
District Court in Washington, D. C. had ruled that you could be held liable 
for damages in an action by Morton H. Halperin and others. He specifically 
referred us to your policies HO-419-43-28 (3/21/69-3/21/72), H0-454-07-70 
(3/21/72-3/21/75), HG-2-92-60-87 (3/21/69-3/21/72), and HG-5-26-75-29 
(3/21/72-3/21/75). 

Upon receipt of this letter. Great American contacted your attorney, Stanley 
Mortenson, who forwarded to Great A.merican the following documents, all. of 
which were filed in the U. S. District Court: for the District of Columbia; 


1. Complaint in Halperin, et al vs. Kissinger, et al, 
Case #1187/73. 

2. Complaint in Lake, et al vs. Erlichraan, et al. 
Case #74/887. 

3. Complaint in Smith, et al vs. Nixon, et al , Case 

#76/0798. -r t, // 

4. Complaint in A nders on^sTNixon » et al. Case 

#76/1794 ~ ^ ' 

5* Judge Smith's Opinion in Halperin, et al vs . 
K issinger, et ai. 


' i 
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Groat American has reviewed the four Complaints and the Opinion set forth by 
Judge Smith. We regret to inform you that coverage is not afforded to you 
under any of the above-mentioned policies for the causes of action alleged 
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Richard M. Nixon 


against you in the four Complaints for the following reasons: 

1. The Homeowners Policies referred to above, i.e. 

HO-419-43-28 and HO-454-07-70, cover damages for 
Bodily Injury and Property Damage. That which is 
alleged in the Complaints is in the nature of per¬ 
sonal injury allegations for which there is no 
coverage under the Homeowners Policies. Further, 
under these policies, there is an exclusion relative 
to business pursuits, which would be applicable to 
those allegations in the Complaints which allege 
causes against you arising out of your actions as 
President of the United States. Further, there 

are allegations of purposeful doing and the defini¬ 
tion of occurrence, in the Homeowners Policies, is 
not met with regard to those allegations. 

2. The Personal Umbrella Policies cited above, i.e. 
HG-2-92-60-87 and HG-5-26-75-29, do not afford 
coverage for the following reasons: 

A. Personal Injury is defined in the policy, 

Section I - Liability, #4, "Other Definitions", 
b., as follows: 

(1) bodily injury, sickness, disease, disabil¬ 
ity, shock, mental anguish, mental injury; 

(2) false arrest, false imprisonment, wrongful 
eviction, v?rongful detention, malicious 
prosecution or humiliation; 

(3) libel, slander, defamation of character or 
invasion of rights of privacy; 

including death resulting therefrom, sustained 
by any person." 

B. Under that portion of the policy entitled "Exclusions", 
we refer you to Section d., Subsection (1), which 
states: 

"to any business pursuits or business property 
of an insured unless insurance is provided there¬ 
fore by an underlying policy listed in the 
Schedule A - Underlying Coverage, and then not 
for broader coverage than is provided by such 
insurance." 
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C. Under "Exclusions 11 we also refer you to Section £., 
which states: 

"to any act committed by or at the direction of 
the insured with the intent to cause personal 
injury cr property damage, but this exclusion 
does not apply to personal injury resulting from 
an act committed for the purpose of preventing 
or eliminating danger in the operation of auto¬ 
mobile or watercraft or for the purpose of pro¬ 
tecting persons or property." 

3. None of the policies heretofore mentioned afford 
coverage for consipracy alleged in some of the 
causes of action. 

4. Great American next refers you to that portion of 
the policy entitled "Conditions", Section 1, "Notice 
of Occurrence", which was breached for the failure 
to give timely notice. Section 1 states as follows; 

"Upon the happening of an occurrence reasonably likely 
to involve the company hereunder, written notice shall 
be given as soon ae practicable to the company cr any 
of its authorized agents. Such notice shall contain 
particulars sufficient to identify the insured and 
also reasonably obtainable information with respect 
to the time, place and circumstances of the occurrence 
or injury, the names and addresses of the injured and 
of available witnesses." 

5. Section 2 of that portion of the policy entitled "Con¬ 
ditions" was also breached for failure to give timely 
notice of claim or suit. Section 2 states as follows: 

"Notice of Claim or Suit. If claim is made or suit 
is brought aginst the insured relating to such an 
occurrence or injury, the insured shall immediately 
notify the company in writing and forward to the under¬ 
lying insurer and to the company every demand, notice, 
summons or other process received by him or his rep¬ 
resentative." 

6. Injunctive relief is sought in the Complaints, and this 
is not covered under any of the policies. 

7. Punitive damages are not covered under any of the poli¬ 
cies heretofore mentioned. 
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By reason of the above, and for other good and sufficient reasons, Great 
American regrets to inform you that it cannot defend you in the actions 
heretofore mentioned, nor indemnify you for any losses sustained by you 
arising out of these actions. 

In compliance with the law of the State of New York, Great American is 
forwarding copies of this letter to the attorneys representing the 
interested parties. 


HS:kh 

CC: Stanley Mortenson, Esq. 

Suite 500 

2555 "M" Street N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20037 

Edward 0. Sullivan Agency, lac. 

51 Pondfield Road 
Bronxville, New York 10708 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs HALPERIN: ■ 

MELVIN L. WULF 
JOHN H. F. SHATTUCK 

American Civil Liberties Union Foundation 

22 East 40th Street 

New York, New York 10016 

WALTER SLOCOMBE 

1101 - 17th Street, NW 

Washington, D. C. 20036 

LEON FRIEDMAN 
Hofstra University 
School of Law 

Southern California Avenue 
Hempstead, New York 11550 

CHARLES R. NESSON 
Langdell Hall 
Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

HERMAN SCHWARTZ 

suny at Buffalo School of Law Greenberg/Gray-4126 

77 West Eagle Street 
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Attorneys £or Plaintiff ANDERSON: 

WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 
ANDRA N. OAKES 
JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 
DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20036 

Of Counsel: 

JOSEPH BORKIN 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20005 


Attorneys for Plaintiffs LAKE: 

NATHAN LEWIN 
MARTIN D.. MINSKER 
1320 19th Street, N.W. 

Suite 500 

Washington, D.C. 20036 


Attorneys for Plaintiffs SMITH: 

LEON FRIEDMAN 
Hofstra University 
School of Law 
Hempstead, N.Y. 11550 

FLOYD ABRAMS 
MARSHALL COX 
CAHILL GORDON & REINDEL 
Suite 900 

1819 U Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20005 

JAMES C. G00DALE 
BRENDA BAKER 
The New York Times 
229 West 43rd Street 
New York, N.Y. 10036 
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Richard M. Nixon 


CC: DEFENDANTS: 

HENRY A. KISSINGER 
2527 Waterside Drive, NW 
Washington, D. C. 

JOHN N. MITCHELL 
1030 Fifth Avenue 
Hew York, N.Y, 

H. R. HALDEMAN 
2402 R Street, NW 
Washington, D. C. 

JOHN EHRLICHMAN 
330 Chesapeake Drive 
Great Falls, Virginia 

ALEXANDER HAIG 
Fort McNair 
Washington, D. C. 

WILLIAM C. SULLIVAN 
2810 64th Avenue 
Cheverly, Maryland 



ROBERT C. MARDIAN 
2^323 North Central Avenue 
hoenix, Arizona 


CLARENCE KELLEY 
Director of the FBI 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 


JEB STUART MAGRUDER 
Federal Penintentiary 
Allenwood, Pennsylvania 


RICHARD M, HELMS 

United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

CHARLES W. COLSON 
1350 Ballantrae Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 
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Nixon 


RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST 
8464 Portland Place 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

L. PATRICK GRAY 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut 06378 

JOHN W. DEAN, III 

11661 San Vincente Boulevard 

Brentwood, California 94513 

HERBERT W. KALMBACH 
1056 Santiago Drive 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

EGIL KROUGH, JR. 

c/o Swensen's Ice Cream Factory 

333 Pine Street - Suite 300 

San Francisco, California 94104 

DAVID R. YOUNG, JR. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

JOHN J. CAULFIELD 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

ANTHONY T. ULASEWICZ 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. HOWARD HUNT 

Federal Prison Camp 

Elgin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. GORDON LIDDY 

Federal Correctional Institution 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

JAMES W. McCORD, JR. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

EDWARD H. LEVI 

Attorney General of the United States 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20530 


• • 
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GEORGE BUSH 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

DONALD G. ALEXANDER 

Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service 
1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20224 

CHESAPEAKE AND POTOMAC TELEPHONE CO. 
725 13th Street N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 

/WILLIAM C. SULLIVAN 
Sunset Road 
Sugar Hill, N.H. 

^CARTHA DeLOACH 
96 Perkins Road 
Greenwich, Conn. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


TO 


FROM 



DIRECTOR, FBI 

(ATTN: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION) 


AC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


date: 


3/7/77 


o 

subject: jack n> ANDERSON VS. 

' ^’Richard m. nixon, Et. ai. 

USDCDC 

CIVIL ACTION NUMBER 76-1794 






Remylet, dated 1/12/77. 

Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 2/28/77. The 
following pertinent docket entries were noted: 

1/17/77 Answer by defendant CLARENCE M. KELLEY to complaint. 

1/28/77 Order filed 1/27/77, establishing a schedule for 
the filing of certain papers and setting forth 
directives to all parties; directing that defendant 
KELLEY's motion for a protective order will remain 
unresolved pending filing of motions to dismiss;/ 
directing that no discovery other than that which/ 
is set forth in this order shall be had without,''' 
permission of the court; granting motion of 
plaintiff to amend the complaint and directing 
that his amendment number 2 to the complaint 
should be filed. 



USDCDC. 


WFO will continue to follow captioned matter in 


Ik 


'? ^Ti^ 7 (^Bureau 
1-WFO 


DFH: lsr 
(3) 











OPTIONAL. FORM NO. 10 
JULY 1073 EDITION 
G8A FPMR (41 CFR) 101-1 


UNITED STATESm)VERNMENT 

Memorandum 

to : DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATTN: Legal Counsel Division 

vkoJu/L,/i SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


# € 


date: 4/29/77 


subject: JACK N. ANDERSON VS. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, ET. AL. 
U.S.D.C., D.C. 

CIVIL ACTION NUMBER 76-1794 


Remylet, dated 3/7/77. 

Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 4/18/77. The 
following pertinent docket entries were noted: 

2/15/77 Motion by plaintiff to compel Federal 
Agency defendants to answer 
interrogatories and produce documents. 

3/7/77 Motion to extend time to answer 

interrogatories and produce documents. / 

3/11/77 Motion granted. (f 

:j / 

A/12/77 Oppositon by KELLEY to defendant's jf 

memorandum on discovery. jj 

5 

WFO will continue to follow captioned matter in \ 

USDCDC. 



^-ni3n 



v? MAY M 1977 


KZ} : - Bureau fridM, 0 '! »*** 
i - WFO V 

/^BAO:mkg ' _•_ 
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ED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Barbara Allen Babcock 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 

J ack N. 0 Ander.so.n -..-v. Richard M. 
Ni“xon7*^et al. , USDC D.C., 

Civil Action Nov 76-1794 
Clarence M. Kelley, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


BAB:RJFranzinger:gma 
95-16-4179 

Telephone: MAR 3 1 1977 

739-3385 
FEDERAL GOVERMHEHf 


Attention: 


Richard L. Hamilton, Esq. 
General Counsel 


Enclosed please find a copy of a Motion to Dismiss or 
in the Alternative, For Summary Judgment filed on behalf of 
your agency and the other defendants in this action directly 
represented by the Department of Justice. 

United States District Judge Gerhard A. Gesell scheduled 
a chambers conference in this action for Thursday, March 17, 
1977. The principal purpose of the conference was for plain¬ 
tiff to delineate what, if any, discovery he would require to 
respond to the enclosed motion and for the Court to consider 
and rule on his entitlement to any such discovery before he is 
required to respond to the motion. 

At the chambers conference. Judge Gesell gave counsel 
for plaintiff (William A. Dobrovir) an opportunity to state , ' 
his immediate (pre-responding to the motion) discovery needs/ f 
Mr. Dobrovir 1 s ensuing statements were considered by the Cojart 
not to be responsive to its inquiry and the Court indicated 
that Mr. Dobrovir appeared unwilling to cooperate in the 
Court's efforts to set a discovery schedule informally. 

Judge Gesell therefore ordered that plaintiff submit a 
written statement of his immediate discovery needs with a 
statement of the reasons therefor within two weeks. We are 
to have a week to respond. No discovery is to proceed in 
the interim. 


sm 


'JS3 




l/ /D 


^4 
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I will continue to keep you advised of any further 
developments in this civil action. Any suggestions you might 
have with respect to the defense of this action are welcome. 
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ROUTING AND T 


1 TO (Name , o//ice symbol or location) 

■ i s ion 

Robm 7427 _\ 

2 JEH Building^—^ 


TAL SLIP 



INITIALS SNOTE AND 

■ return 


DATE ■PER CON * 

B VERSATION 



REMARKS 


Enclosed please find copies of the fol¬ 
lowing Answers for defendants: 

1. Richard G. Kleindienst 

2. Egil Krogh, Jr. 

3. George Bush 

4. Charles W. Colson 

5. Clarence M. Kelley 

6 . John W. Dean, III 

7. Robert C. Mardian 

8 . Richard M. Helms 

9. L. Patrick Gray, III 

10. , Henry A. Kissinger 

11. Donald C. Alexander 

12. Edward H. Levi 

Also find a copy of Defendant Donald C. 
Alexander's Response to Plaintiff's First 

Do NOT use this form as a RECORD of approvals, concurrences, 
disapprovals, clearances, and similar actions > 


FROM (Name, o//ice symbol or location) 

Robert J. Franzinger. Attorney 1 
Room 3131 

Department of Justice 73 
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UNITED. STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


£ 

JACK N. ANDERSON 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al.. 


Defendants. 


/40* i 


Civil Action No. 76-179^ 


DEFENDANT DONALD C. ALEXANDER'S RESPONSE 
TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION 
OF DOCUMENTS 


Defendant Donald C. Alexander, Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue, by his undersigned attorneys, hereby makes the 
following response to plaintiff’s First Request for Production 
of Documents addressed to him: J 

REQUEST NO. 1 : Records which are a record of, relate 
to or reflect any of the information described in Interrogatory 
1.0 - l.l8, served this day. I 

RESPONSE NO, 1 : Attached hereto at Tab A are documents , 

containing the records of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) , / 

pertaining to an. investigation conducted by the Internal AuditT 
Division of certain of plaintiff’s income tax records in 1973.1 
The investigation was undertaken at the request of the Joint \ 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, which furnished the. 

IRS with the names of persons found on various "enemies lists" 
and requested that an investigation be made to determine if 
these persons were accorded treatment different from that 
given other similarly situated tax payers./ Deletions have been^ 

L - / n us'? - y 

made from these documents. These deletions are of tax-related 

information on persons other than plaintiff (Nereinal^£er^ EcD ^ D 

23 MAY 5 1977 

"third party tax information"). Attached hereto at Tab B 
are the documents within^tlaeT possession, custody, and control 









57 MAY l-yon 



Greenberg/Gray-4137 





of the Internal Revenue Service relating to an audit in 
1974 and 1975 of the plaintiff's 1973 income tax return. 
Deletions of third party tax information have been made from 
some of these documents. 

Attached hereto at Tab C are the documents within the 
possession, custody or control of the IRS which concern the 
selection of plaintiff’s 1974 income tax return for an audit. 
This audit has, at plaintiff's request, been postponed pending 
resolution of the Goldmill Apartments partnership loss for 
1973 * a subject of the audit of plaintiff’s 1973 tax return. 
Deletions of third party tax information have also been made 
from these documents. Documents which relate to IRS's 1974 
investigation to determine whether there had been unauthorized 
disclosure tax information to plaintiff or to other reporters, 
which fall within this request, were mailed to plaintiff 
through his attorney, William Dobrovir, on July 9* 1976, in 
response to a request made under the Freedom of Information 
and Privacy Acts. Deletions of third-party tax information 
were made from the documents. The same deletions would be 
made if those documents were produced herewith. 

Defendant objects to this request for production of 
documents insofar as it seeks the disclosure of the third 
party tax information which has been deleted from the documents 
appearing at Tab A and Tab B and the documents referred to in 
the preceding paragraph. The grounds for this objection are 
that the disclosure of such information is prohibited by ap¬ 
plicable law; (Int. Rev. Code of 1954, §§6103 and 7213 and 
18 U.S.C. §1905) and that this information is not relevant to 
the subject matter involved in this action and is not reasonably 
calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence. 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1). 


- 2 - 
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REQUEST NO. 2 : Records of communications betv;een 
the White House or the Executive Office of the President 
and the Internal Revenue Service respecting an investi¬ 
gation or possible or proposed investigation of plantiff 
for violation of criminal.or civil provisions of the tax 
laws. 

RESPONSE NO. 2 : Defendant is aware of no such 
documents within the possession, custody or control 
of the Internal Revenue Service. 

REQUEST NO. 3 • Records maintained by the Internal 
Revenue Service of any investigation or audit of plaintiff 
in any of the years 1971 to 1975 . 

RESPONSE NO. 3 * Defendant incorporates herein by 
reference his Response to Request No. 1, supra . Defendant 
is aware of no other documents called for by this request 
within the possession, custody or control of the Internal 
Revenue Service other than those identified in the Response 
to Request No. 1, supra . 

REQUEST NO. 4 : Records reflecting or relating to any 
investigation denominated "Operation Trade Winds," an in- 

t 

vestigation into property ovmership of plaintiff in the 
Bahamas, and any investigation arising from or relating to 
reports concerning Donald A. Nixon, nephew of defendant 
Richard Nixon. 

RESPONSE NO. 4 ; Only two documents in the investigation 
demoninated "Operation Trade Winds" relate to plaintiff. 

These two pages were produced to plaintiff's counsel in a 
letter dated July 23, 1976 in partial response to a request 
made on plaintiff’s behalf under the Freedom of Information Act 

Defendant objects to this request insofar as it seeks 
information in addtion to that already produced under the 
Freedom of Information Act. The grounds for this objection 
are that the information sought is not relevant to the subject 
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of this litigation and it is not reasonably calculated to 
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (Federal 
Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)( 1)5 and that the additional 
information sought consists of third party tax information 
which the Internal Revenue Service is prohibited by law from 
disclosing'. Internal Revenue Code of 1954, §§6103 and 7213 
and 18 U.S.C. §1905* Defendants object to the production 
of the documents reflecting or relating to an investigation 
denominated "Operation Trade winds" on the further ground 
that documents falling within such a request number in the 
many thousands and, therefore, production of these documents 
would be unduly burdensome. 

Respectfully submitted. 


HeTlee 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


Robert j. franzinger 


SANDRA SCHRAIBMAN 

Attorneys, Department of Justic 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Telephone Nos. .(202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 

Attorneys for defendants 

Alexander, Bush, Kelley, .... 
Kissinger and Levi 
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TRANSMIT VIA: 
Teletype 
Facsimile 
Airtel 


FBI 


• • 


PRECEDENCE: 
I 1 Immediate 
| [ Priority 

PI Routine 


JL/M' 


CLASSIFICATION: 

□ TOP SECRET 

□ SECRET 

□ CONFIDENTIAL 

□ E F T 0 

□ CLEAR 

Date __5/20/7L 


TO: 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

(ATTENTION: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION) 



FROM: SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 

JACK N. AeRSON V 
RICHARD M. NIXON 
ET AL 
(USDC, DC) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-179 1 * i 

BUDED 5/20/77 

ReBulet to AX 5/11/77. 

A review of all available WFO file references 
Identifiable with JACK ANDERSON during the period of July, 
1969 through the year 197*» revealed no Information which 
would require an affirmative response to any of plantiff’s 
Interrogatories or Requests For Documents as set forth in 
referenced letter. 

The above paragraph is not intended to apply to 
instances in which friends, employees or agents of plantiff 
engaged in apparently insignificant business or social 
conversations with publicly identified officers or agents 
of a foreign power who were within the scope of the Bureau's^ 
foreign counterintelligence 

On 1/31/73, ANDERSON associate LESLIE H. WHITTEN 

was arrested in the act of receiving stolen government- 

proper ty. Details set forth in WFO repo rt of S A_ 

J dated 2/6/73, Bufile 52-96921. SA | | currency 




assigned to WFO, from personal knowledge can state this 
investigation did not involve communication intercepts or 
surveillance of ANDERSON or associates. ^ 


O 




^ (2^Bureau 


1-WFO 

GEO:kao 
(3) 



Transmitted 




(Number) 
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ilate nf Mail MAY 20,1977 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Branch. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject_ JUNE MAIL -JACK N . ANDERSON 

7 9 JUN 2 21977 

Removed By _ 

File Number 62-117353-26 _ 

Greenberg/Gray-4142 

Permanent Serial Charge Out 
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Date of Mail 


MAY 27,1977 


Has been removed and placed in the Special File Room of Records Branch. 


See File 66-2554-7530 for authority. 


Subject 


JUNE MAIL- JACK N. ANDERSON 


Removed By 


7 9 JUN 241977 


File Number 


62-117353-27 
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' UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

,Memorandum 

ir. « /»» 

if • Assistant Director 


ft 


FROM 


Legal Couns 



date: 


5/H/7; 



Assoc. Dir._ 

Dep. AD Acin._ 

Dep. AD Inv._ 

Asst. Dir.: 

Adm. Serv,_ 

Crim. Inv. _ 

Fin. & Pars._ 

I dent._ 

Intel I_ 

Laboratory_ 

Legal Court. _ 

Plan. & Insp.- 

Rec. Mgnt._ 

Spec. Inv._ 

Tech. Servs.- 

Training_ 

Public Affs. Off- 

Telephone Rm._ 

Director* s 5ee*y — 


Y y i raining- 

subject: jack n . Anderson v \ £ 7 6 c IZZZt 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. \ sfT& w,_ 

(U.S.D.C. , D.C.) V^5 ^ 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 /W< 

PURPOSE: Ai b6 

- b7C 

To advise of Pre-trial Notice and Order in cap- 
tioned matter ordering defendant Kelley to respond to V 

certain interrogatories and document requests and to \ 

request review of appropriate FBIHQ files. s' \ 

^ SYNOPSIS : ^s^ 

Plaintiff Jack N; Anderson, the syndicated news- 
T - w paper columnist, has filed a Complaint in the U.S.D.C., D.C. , 

C alleging from July, 1969, until sometime in 1974, a con- 
, spiracy amongst the defendants, including former Acting 

H- Director Gray and Director Kelley, to unlawfully abridge 

\, _ plaintiff’s First Amendment rights as a journalist and his 

X > M r ights of privacy, to be free from unlawful search and 

\ X -v- seizure and to the protection of his life, liberty and 
v- property from interference without due process of law. 

\-n ^ Simultaneous with the filing of the Complaint, plaintiff 
^ i'x X CS served his First Interrogatories and Request for Production ^ 

J . ^ of Documents. Pursuant to a protective order, Director Kelley’<s 

^ responses have been stayed until the present time. Plaintiff C.. 

X ^ ^ has requested and the court has ordered defendant Kelley to 

respond by May 27, 1977, to certain interrogatories and 
document requests as set forth herein. The Special Projects 
/ ^Review Unit (SPRU) is requited to coordinate with Legal 
if / Counsel Division (LCD) a review of the appropriate FBIHQ files 
L/ vdf°r the period of the alleged conspiracy, (July 1, 1969, to 
<^^Dedlmber 31, 1974), in order for Director Kelley to file his 

- eJponse by May 27, 1977. An airtel to Alexandria, Baltimore, / 
Washington Field Offices is- attached .nacp«ati^g/j that^ile" o 
\ / ^.^^eviews be conducted in these offices in oraeT 9 tints' / j /.$ ^ 

^Director Kelley may fully respond' to the interrogatories an. 



document requests. 

Enclosures, (2) 

1 - Mr(b/^ex ^ 

1 - MrM-De ck er _ 

g -fV^tion: d 

.RLhAr Isdj&AQlJic^ 


m h 



1 - Mr. Mintz 
1 - Civ. Lit. Ui 
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Memorandum to Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 


(1) That the SPRU, SID, in accordance with instructions 
set forth herein, coordinate with LCD the review of appropriate 
files in order that defendant Kelley can respond to plaintiff's 
interrogatories and document requests as ordered by the U. 



APPROVED: 


Director.- 

Assess* Bfri— 
Bep* AfiSsn., 

Bup. AS 


Adas, 

Greet* lav*— 
Ha* & Pers¬ 
ia al.- 

Intolk 




Plait* & in 
P*3i« iligflii— 
SySOt;* fn v*— 
7s<^. Sem*. 
TrmmttS- 



Baltimore, 
mailing. 



(2) That the attached airtel to Alexandria, 
and Washington Field Offices be approved for 


APPROVES: 
Direst©?-- 

Ass os* Bisv— 

Oep* ft® 

Dep* tov.- 


CfUa< liw, — 
n\h Ta 4*373*. 

- 

iftisil’—- 






a w* 

ifer.. £!£(?**■— 


£j,ec. Irv*— 
Yesife. Servs*. 


Tpsse*»5--—- 

pB&tS W*-^ 


DETAILS: 


Plaintiff Jack N. Anderson, the syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist, has filed a Complaint in the U.S.D.C., D.C., 
alleging from July, 1969, until sometime in 1974, a conspiracy 
amongst the defendants, including former Acting Director Gray 
and Director Kelley, to unlawfully abridge plaintiff's First 
Amendment rights as a journalist and his rights of privacy, 
to be free from unlawful search and seizure, and to the 
protection of his life, liberty, and property from interference 
without due process of law. Plaintiff seeks damages as to 
past activities and declaratory and specific relief against 
future actions. Plaintiff alleges a wide variety of wrong¬ 
doings as part of this conspiracy from improper electronic 
surveillance to planning physical harm to plaintiff. Specifically, 
as to FBI activities, the Complaint alleges unlawful investigation 
aimed at discovering and prosecuting persons who had given infor¬ 
mation to plaintiff, particularly involving one Gene Smith, 
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Memorandum to Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 


improper providing of information about plaintiff to defendant 
John Dean, III, by deceased Director Hoover and unlawful 
investigation conducted to determine plaintiff's source as to 
documents taken from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1972. 

Simultaneous with the filing of the Complaint, 
plaintiff served his First Interrogatories and Request for 
Production of Documents to defendant Kelley. Pursuant to 
a protective order issued by the U.S.D.C., Director Kelley's 
response to these discovery efforts has been stayed until the 
present time. 

Currently pending before the U.S.D.C. is a Motion 
to Dismiss, or in the Alternative, for a Summary Judgment 
filed on behalf of defendants Kelley and Gray. In response 
to this Motion, plaintiff has requested the Court to require 
defendant Kelley to answer a limited number of his interrog¬ 
atories and document requests in order that he might better 
respond to defendants' Motion. The U.S.D.C. by Pre-trial 
Notice and Order filed April 27, 1977, has ordered defendant 
Kelley to respond to the following interrogatories and 
requests for documents within 30 days: 

I NTERROGATORIES : 

"1.0 Do you, or does the agency tinder your 
supervision, possess any information respecting any of the 
mattery listed in this Interrogatory 1.0, parts 1.1-1.18, 

(a) whether (where pertinent) such matters were consummated 
or only were attempted, contemplated, or discussed, and (b) 
whether or not there was any involvement or potential 
involvement of your agency: 


1.3 Wiretapping of any telephone of plaintiff; 


1.5 Electronic surveillance (bugging) of plaintiff; 
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Memorandum to Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 

1.6 Transmission or delivery of false information 
to plaintiff; 


1.8 Adminstration of drugs to plaintiff; 

1.9 Electronic eavesdropping on plaintiff; 

1.10 Electronic eavesdropping on any telephone which 
resulted in the overhearing of any conversation in which 
plaintiff 

(a) was a participant, or 

(b) was mentioned; 

1.11 Infliction of physical harm on plaintiff; 

1.12 Physical surveillance of plaintiff, or any 
associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's home or 
office, or of any other building on premises occupied by 
plaintiff; 


2.0 If the answer to any part of Interrogatory 1.0 
is affirmative, state with respect to such matter: 


2.2 The name, home and business address, and home 
and business telephone numbers, of every individual possessing 
information with respect to the item, with a summary of the 
information the individual possesses; ...." 


REQUESTS FOR DOCUMENTS: 


"1. Records which are a record of, relate to or 
reflect any of the information described in Interrogatory 
1.0-1.18, served this day. 


15. Records of investigation, surveillance, bur¬ 
glary, wiretapping and other interference with, reports on 
and proposals to deal with plaintiff carried out, proposed 
or attempted to be carried out or suggested or communicated 
to the "White House Plumbers," including the defendants 

- 4 - 
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Memorandum to Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 

John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh, David Young, E. Howard Hunt, and 
G. Gordon Liddy. 

16. Records of any wiretaps, proposed wiretaps 
or attempted wiretaps of plaintiff's home or office not 
otherwise specified above. 

17. Records of any proposals, suggestions or attempts 
to do physical harm to plaintiff by poison. ...." 

Pursuant to a previous memorandum from Legal 
Counsel dated October 6, 1976, an ELSUR check has been 
completed and therefore, insofar as "consummated" acts 
involving electronic surveillance (Interrogatories 1.3, 

1.5, 1.9, 1.10, and Document Request 16) further file 
review will not be required with one exception noted 
below. However, because of the nature of the ELSUR indices 
and the review of general indices conducted in conjunction 
therewith, "attempted," "contemplated," or "discussed" 
electronic surveillance matters would not necessarily be 
revealed. Therefore, should information be located 
during the requested file reviews, infra , relating 
to "attempted," "contemplated," or "discussed" electronic 
surveillance during the period of the alleged conspiracy 
(July 1, 1969, to December 31, 1974), this information 
should be noted for LCD, even though it is highly unlikely 
that "contemplated" or "discussed" electronic surveillance, or 
for that matter any of the activities covered in the 
interrogatories of document requests, will be provided to 
plaintiff. An objection as to relevancy is generally entered 
to such interrogatories and requests and sustained. 

As to the one exception noted above, plaintiff 
was overheard on two occasions during the period of the alleged 
conspiracy by electronic surveill ances con ducted by the Port¬ 
land Office in the file captioned I 1 Bufile 65-75108. 

This file should be reviewed for appropriate documents 
responsive to plaintiff's interrogatories and document requests. 

With regard to the remaining Interrogatories 
1.0, /as it relates to other Interrogatories^ 1.6, 1.8, 

1.11, 1.12, and 2.2 and Document Requests (1. /as 
it relates to those Interrogatories./ 15 and 17) it is 
requested that a review of all appropriate main case files 
and file references at FBIHQ be undertaken immediately be 

in order to answer these interrogatories and document b7c 

requests for the period of the alleged conspiracy (July 1, 

1969, to December 31, 1974). piese file reviews sh ould 
be closely coordinated with SA|| Civil 
Litigation Unit. 


-5 - 
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Memorandum to Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 


To assist you in this regard, attached are the 
results of an FBIHQ indices search under the plaintiff's 
name, known alias, and logical related subjects based on 
allegations—in the Complaint. The results of a file review 
to determine if the reference is identical to plaintiff Wfr also 
set forth. 

Prior to the filing of the Complaint herein, 
plaintiff made an FOIA-PA request. This request has been 
in the backlog of FOIA-PA req uests and is on ly now being 
proce ssed. In this regard SA l I FOIA-PA, extension 

I I should be contacted. As stated, infra , the 
review of the files herein requested must be completed 
expeditiously. 

It is most unlikely that the FBI engaged in any of 
the activities suggested by Interrogatories 1.6, 1.8, or 1.11 
or Document Request 17. However, plaintiff seeks from 
defendant Kelley information not only as to FBI activity but 
known activity of Federal governmental agencies, or individuals. 
FBI files, particularly those relating to the "Watergate" 
investigations, may contain references to such activity. 

LCD has prepared the attached airtel to the 
Alexandria, Baltimore, and Washington Field Offices requesting 
similar file reviews. While such file reviews will create 
some duplication of effort, they are deemed necessary in order 
to fully respond to plaintiff's interrogatories and document 
requests. The review is limited to the Alexandria, Baltimore, 
and Washington Field Offices, inasmuch, as these Offices cover 
the territory wherein plaintiff resides or normally conducts 
his business affairs. Should FBI documents exist relating 
to these interrogatories and document requests they would 
most likely be revealed during file reveiws in these Field 
Offices. Should the information be developed during the 
FBIHQ file reviews that other field offices may have in file 
information pertinent to these interrogatories and document 
requests, then appropriate additional file reviews will be 
requested. 


- 6 - 
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Memorandum to Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 


U.S.D.C. Judge Gesell has ordered that defendant 
Kelley should respond to these interrogatories within 30 day 
(no later than May 27, 1977), and every reasonable effort 
to comply with this order should be made. The Departmental 
Attorney assigned to this matter has asked that the infor¬ 
mation be available to him by May 20, 1977. 

Y 
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FROM 


/OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
1073 EDITION 

GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11,6 

U^ITEEj, STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


W S : Mr. F. C. Feh 


f(M 


K. V. HetheringtonO 


subject: jack n. ANDERSON V. 

RICHARD M. NIKON, ET AL. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 


•« 


Legal Counsel Divi 
Mr. Fehl (AttnJ 
Mr. Hetherington 
Mr. Lex_ 



Ute: 5/31/77 


Assoc. Dir._ 

Dep, AD A<kn. _ 

Dep. AD Inv._ 

Assf. Dir.: 

Adm. Sorv.__ 

Crirn. Inv. __ 

Fin. & Pars._ 

I dent. _ 

Intell._ 

Laboratory_ 

Legal Coun. _ 

Plan. & Insp._ 

Rec. Mgnt.__ 

Spec. Inv._ 

Tech. Servs.- 

Training __ 

Public Affs. Off._ 

Telephone Rm, _ 

Director's Sec'y _ 


PURPOSE; 

To advise file references at FBIHQ have been reviewed . 

regarding Jack N. Anderson and copies of documents have been Q 
furnished to Legal Counsel Division (LCD) in accordance with J*' 9 
memorandum of LCD to Special Investigative Division (SID), 5/11/77. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That this memorandum be furnished to the Office of Legal 
Counsel for information and record purposes. 


APPROVES? 

Director.-. ^ 

Afcsoc. Dir.——. 
Dep. AD 
Dtipe AD IrVims 


him 
trim, 
fcto. & 

testti*.-— 

Mill. _ 


le A ;'Al 

r.ziu i tap*- 

feat— -g- 

£^eis» inv.a. —/^T y 

Tacfc. Servi.-- 

Tratoisg-r- 

Pabifo AffSi Off- 


DETAILS : ' j 

Memorandum of LCD to Assistant Director, SID, 5/11/77, >• 

advised of court ordered response to certain interrogatories 
and document requests in captioned matter. The Special Projects 
Review Unit (SPRU), SID, was requested to review appropriate 
FBIHQ files regarding Anderson for the periodcf alleged 
conspiracy (7/1/69 to 12/31/74) to identify any documents 
which might be pertinent to the f Bureau's response to the 


court order. 


V A *S 
/ ^ ^ 


A review of FBIHQ files has been completed in coordination 
with LCD, including oral discussions, and copies of documents 
considered pertinent to the points mentioned in the 
interrogatorie^and document requests have been fumi^JjeA* ****** 
to LCD. A ILst of the specific documents furnished to LCD .. 7 



is attached. 

Enclosure . . > t#- 0 
WFS:rsm (61/' Q 



m 23m, &S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the ^ ^ 










ATTACHMENT TO MEMORANDUM HETHERINGTON TO 
MR. FEHL DATED 5/31/77, CAPTIONED "JACK N. 

ANDERSON V. RICHARD M. NIXON, ET AL" 

52-96893-174, 176, 184, 185, 186, 201 

52-96921-5, 6, 9, 16, 18, 19, 71, 72, 87, 88, 105, 115, 120, 157 
58-7712-4 (pages 1-15) 

62-39749-3383 
62-98194-260, 269 
62-115529-4x3, 30x2, 64 
62-116683-x, xl 

65-74060-441, 452 (cover pages plus page 8) 

65-74690-27, 29, 38, 39 
65-75108 (entire file plus logs) 

65-75085-382 (1 page of log, 5-8-70) 

94-1-32254-495, 496 
94-42957-38 
105-10828-2065, 2325 
105-90959-310 
105-96674-344, p 6 
105-213145-48 
105-286101-1 
109-12-210-6710 
139-4089-3055, 3057, 3065 


ENCLOSUSi; 
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Official and Confidential 


62-116606 and 62-116607 

1) Memorandum C. D. DeLoach to Mr. Tolson, 6/11/69 

2) Letter to Mr. Ehrlichman, 6/25/69, with enclosure 

3) Memorandum 7/1/69 

4) Memorandum J. J. Casper to Director,7/2/69, with enclosures 

5) Memorandum 7/3/69 

6) Memorandum 6/4/71 
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Assistant Attorney General ___. T oaverimeS# 

Civil Division gEPBB^ w 

Assistant Director - Legal Counsell 2 Mr - De 
Federal Bureau of Investigation Attn: 


June 16, 1977 


I- Encs. (2) 
FEncs. (2) 


JACK N. ANDERSON v. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 


Attn: I__I- Encs. (2 

1 - Mr. Fehl__ | 

Attn: [ Encs. (4) 

1 - Mr. Mintz 
1 - Civil Litigation Unit 


Reference is made to your file reference 
BAB:RJFranzinger:gsa 95-16-4179. 

Pursuant to the Pre-trial Notice and Order entered 
by United States Judge Gesell on April 27, 1977, in captioned 
matter, all logical references to plaintiff in records of tbe 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Maintained at FBI 
Headquarter# and at tbe Alexandria, Baltimore, and Washington 
Field Offices have been reviewed in order to respond to 
plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Document Requests designated 
in that Pre-trial Notice an d Order. Ibis revie e was super¬ 
vised by Special Agent (SA)[l 


During the course of that file review, lir. Robert 
Franzinger, Attorney, Civil Division, Departwent of Justic^, 
was a pprised of the result s of that review and be submitted 
to Sa I 1 Legal Counsel Division, proposed 

Answers and Objections of Defendant Clarence M. Kelley to 
First Interrogatories to Defendants Specified in the Court's 
Order of April 27, 1977, as well as Defendant Clarence M. 
Kelley’s Responses to Plaintiff*# Document Requests 
Specified in tbe Court's Order of 27,/ 1977 ^/^ p S3 ~ 


Dep. AD A An._ 

Dep. AD Inv_ 

Asst. Dir.: 

A dm. Sorv._ 

Crim. Inv._ 

Fin. & Pers._ 


This will confirm review of these documents and 
the execution of tbe Answers and Objections of Defendant 
Clarence M. Kelley to First Interrogatories to Defendants 
Sp ecified i n tbe Court’s Order of April 27, 1977, by 

SA| | on May 27, 1977, on behalf of defendant-—“ 

Clarence K. Kelley; the delivery of the original of that 9 
document on May 27, 1977, to Mr. Fr anzi nger; and i frhe .WN 21 19 It 
delivery oh May 27* 1977, of 25 copies (24 excised, on e 
unexcised) j of the documents referred to in Defendaa#^ * - “^* 
-Clarence M: Kelley's Responses to Plaintiff’s Document b 


!"7' L 7777-Request: 

TO# r-M 


Spec. Inv.- '4 

Tech. Servs.- t\ 

Training- \\j\ 

Public Affs. Off._ fi 

Telephone Rm. — iji ^ 
Director's Sec'y— $ MAIL RO< 

97JUL 5 1077- 


Kelley’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Document 
>ecified in the Court’s Order of April 27, 1977. 




" J [SJNCL BEHIND FILE SEE NOTE PAGE 2 
ENCLOSURE! .7 ^7 4 

/~\Al y 7 




MAIL ROOM/ 


CLETYPE UNIT □ 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


It is our understanding that 23 copies of the 
excised documents were to be served on the various parties 
in captioned Matter sad one copy of the excised as well as 
the unexcised copy provided was to be retained by you. 

It is our further understanding that plaintiff 
has 15 days frote May 27, 1977, to respond to the Motion to 
Diesis*, or in the Alternative, for a Summary Judgment 
filed on behalf of Director Kelley and other defendants 
represented by the Department. Thereafter, oral argument 
will be heard before the Court on July 8, 1977, and the 
Court will then enter its ruling regarding the Merits of 
that Motion. uUf&~ 

NOTE: By the attached memorandum from Legal Counsel 

Division (LCD) to the Assistant Director, Special Investigative 
Division (SID), dated 5/11/77, LCD requested that Division to 
review file references to plaintiff at FBI Headquarters in 
order to respond to specified Interrogatories and Document 
Requests designated by the United States District Court in 
a Pre-trial Notice and Order. That communication further 
recommended approval of an attached airtel to the Alexandria, 
Baltimore, and Washington Field Offices requesting a similar 
review of references to plaintiff. These Field Offices have 
responded to the requested indicfes and file search as has > 
the SID by the attached memorandum from Mr. Hetherington to 
Mr . Fehl. d ated 5/31/77 .' AAf ter inf ormal discussions with be 
SA||of the SID, SA[ \ LCD, and Department b7c 

Attorney Franzinger proposed Answers and Objections of 
Defendant Kelley to Plaintiff's First Interrogatories 
Specified in the Court's Order of April 27, 1977, were 
prepared as was Defendant Kelley's Responses to Plaintiff's 
Document Requests Specified in the Court's Order of April 27, 
1977, (copies a ttached). This document confirms the 
execution by SA | of answers and objections of 

defendant Kelley^to those interrogatories; the delivery 
of that document to Mr. Franzinger; and the delivery of 
documents to be produced pursuant to defendant Kelley's 
responses to plaintiff's document requests (copies attached). 

CONTINUED - OVER 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 

NOTE CONTINUED 

^ Records Management Division is requested to locate 
documents produced as responsive to plaintiff's document 
requests in the below listed files and note on same the 
release of the particular document to plaintiff in captioned 
matter: 


65-75108, (Special File Room) 


Serials 1, 2. 29. 30. 31, 35, 40. 62. 109. 113, 


170; logs dated 1/6/72 | and 5/3/72 T 

cap m 

94-1-32254, (Special File Room) 0 


£ m 


KM 


Serials 495 and 496. 


b6 

b7C 


139-4089 


Serials 3055, 3057, and 3065. 






APPROVED! ' r p7 r ? 

Director--- 

Assoc. Dir.- 

Dep, AD Ad mi._^ 

Dep. AD _„ 


A dm. Serv._ 

Grim. 

Fin. & Pers, 

I dent._ 

IntsiS._ 

laboratory- 


Legal Goun, 
Plan, & to$| 
Rac. Msnt, 
Sjioc. lav*. 
Ts^h. Ssrvs. 



Training_ 

Public Aits. Off. 



/Lajl-aJU} ^-0<f'77 

L\AJB/pl$ 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


£ 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al.. 

Defendants 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

) 

) 

) 



ANSWERS AND OBJECTIONS OF DEFENDANT 
CLARENCE M. KELLEY TO FIRST INTERROGATORIES 
TO DEFENDANTS SPECIFIED IN THE COURT'S ORDER 
_ OF APRIL 27, 1977 _ 

William F. Shubatt, Special Agent, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, hereby answers and/or objects to those of 
plaintiffs First Interrogatories to Defendants identified 
in the Court's Order of April 27, 1977 on behalf of defendant 
Clarence M. Kelley, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
Defendant Kelley's answers are based on a search by numerous 
FBI personnel under Mr. Shubatt's supervision of those Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) files which it was reasonably 
expected could contain the information requested. The 
answers contained herein refer to the time period commencing 

A; 

wifch July 1, 1969 and ending with December 31, 1974, the time 

// / 

period encompassed by the complaint in this action. Defendant 
Kelley objects to answering the interrogatories with respect 
to any time periods other than this period on the grounds 
that such information is not relevant to the subject matter 
of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence and that a further 
response to these interrogatories would be unduly burdensome 
and oppressive. < v 


I fa ft ft G- / CJj TO 
C -VC - 7 7 


ENCLOSURE fa Jl 
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• • 

QUESTION 1.0 : Do you, or does the agency under your 
supervision, possess any information respecting any of the 
matters listed in this Interrogatory 1.0, parts 1.1-1.18, 

(a) where (where pertinent) such matters were consummated or 
only were attempted, comtemplated or discussed, and (b) 
whether or not there was any involvement or potential in¬ 
volvement of your agency: 

GENERAL OBJECTION : Defendant objects to this inter¬ 
rogatory insofar as it seeks information regarding matters 
which were not either consummated or attempted on the follow- 
ing.jgrpunds 0~( 1) this interrogatory seeks-to ..'probe-the--— 
mental processes of employees and officials of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; such information is irrelevant and 
privileged under well-established principles of governmental 
privilege; (2) this interrogatory seeks the disclosure of 
the deliberative processes of employees and officials of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and is therefore irrelevant 
and privileged. See 5 U.S.C. §552 (b)(5); and (3) the 
information sought by this interrogatory is not relevant to 
the subject matter of this action and not reasonably calculated 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

QUESTION 1.3 : Wiretapping of any telephone of plaintiff. 

ANSWER : No. 

QUESTION 1.5 : Electronic Surveillance (bugging) of 
plaintiff. 

ANSWER : No. 

QUESTION 1.6 : Transmission or delivery of false in¬ 
formation to plaintiff. 

-- -ANSWER : No. "" ' ' . 

\ . 

- 2 - 
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QUESTION 1.8 : Administration of drugs to plaintiff. 

ANSWER ; Yes. 

QUESTION 1.9 : Electronic eavesdropping on plaintiff. 

ANSWER : No. 

QUESTION 1.10 : Electronic eavesdropping on any tele¬ 
phone which resulted in the overhearing of any conversation 
in which plaintiff. 

(a) was a participant, or 

ANSWER : (a) Yes. 

(b) was mentioned? 

OBJECTION :—(b) Defendant objects'to this interroga¬ 
tory on the ground that, it .seeks information which is not- - 
relevant to the subject matter of this action and not rea¬ 
sonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence and would unduly infringe upon the privacy of 
individuals who are not parties to this action, and on the 
further ground that the preparation of an answer to this 
interrogatory would be unduly burdensome and oppressive. 

In addition, because the FBI since 1969 has not indexed 
its files by names mentioned in overheard telephone conversa¬ 
tions, a complete answer to this interrogatory would be 
virtually impossible. 

QUESTION 1.11 : Infliction of physical harm or plaintiff. 

ANSWER : Yes. 

QUESTION 1.12 : Physical surveillance of plaintiff, of 
any associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's home 
or office, or of any other building on premises occupied by 
plaintiff. 

ANSWER : Yes. 

QUESTION 2.0 : If the answer to any part of Interroga¬ 
tory 1.0 is affirmative, state with respect to such matter: 

\ 

- 3- 
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QUESTION 2.2 : The name, home and business address, and 
home and business telephone numbers, of every individual 
possessing information with respect to the item, with a 
summary of the information the individual possesses. 

ANSWER AND OBJECTION : Defendant objects to Interrogatory 
2.2, insofar as it seeks information in addition to that 
provided in Defendant Kelley's Response to Plaintiff's First 
Request for Production of Documents filed herewith. The 
grounds for this objection is that names of individuals who 
are familiar with the matters referred to in the foregoing 
answers are identified in documents produced to plaintiff in 
the accompanying response to plaintiff's request for production 
of documents. In light of the availability of this informa¬ 
tion to plaintiff, it would be unduly burdensome to attempt 
to compile a list of all employees who, as a part of their V 
official duties, may have some knowledge of the information 
referred to in the above answers and to detail for plaintiff 
the nature of their knowledge. Defendant further objects to 
the production of the home addresses and home telephone 
numbers of any FBI employee as the disclosure of this information 
would violate the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. §552a, as amended, 
and regulations appearing at 31 C.F.R. §1.24 and 5 C.F.R. 
§294.702, promulgated pursuant thereto. 

As to the answers herein: 

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing 
answers are to the best of my knowledge true and correct. 


WILLIAM F. SHUBATT 
Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Executed on __• 

- 4 - 
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As to the objections herein: 

Respectfully submitted. 


BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J.. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Telephone: (202)739-3385 

Attorneys for defendant Kelley. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this day of 

:K & 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answers and 

i 

Objections of Defendant Clarence M. Kelley to First 

Interrogatories to Defendants Specified in the Court's 

Order of April 27, 1977, by hand-delivery to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L street, N.W.' 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

and by mailing, postage prepaid, to: 


CEoseph;:Bork±n.>r; Esquire v::^u 

1-156—15th "Street , N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Synder, Jr., Esquire 
Thomas W. Coons, Esquire 
Ober, Grimes & Shriver 
1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esquire 
Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esquire 
Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esquire 
Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esquire 
Frank H. Strickler, Esquire 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 ~ 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esquire 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

G. Gordon Liddy 
25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

John D. Ehrlichman 

P.O. Box H7994 - ' . 

Safford, Arizona 85546 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Charles A. McNelis, Esquire 
Welch & Morgan 
300 Farragut Building 
900 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


ROBERT J. 



FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

JACK N., ANDERSON, ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) • 

) 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

DEFENDANT CLARENCE M. KELLEY’S RESPONSE 
TO PLAINTIFF’S DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
SPECIFIED IN THE COURT’S ORDER OF 
, _ APRIL 27, 1977 _ 

Defendant Clarence M. Kelley, Director, Federal Bureau 

of Investigation, by his undersigned attorneys, hereby makes 

the following response to plaintiff's document requests 

specified in the Court's Pretrial Notice and Order of April 

27, 1977. Inasmuch as Defendant Kelley objects to these 

requests for production of documents insofar as they seek 

information for time periods other than the period July 1, 

1969 through December 31, 1974, these responses are limited 

to such tinfe period. 

REQUEST N0.‘ 1: Records which are a record of, relate 
to or reflect any of the information described in Inter¬ 
rogatory 1.0-1.18, served this day. 

RESPONSE NO. 1 ; ' Defendant is, after a search of the 
files of''the Federal Bureau of Investigation, not aware of 
any such document within the,possession, custody, and control 
of the Bureau, except as specified below: 

• ■ wREQUESTS^.NO , 1 ■ 8 an d 1.11 : Administration of Drugs to 
Plaintiff: 

RESPONSE NO. 1.8 and 1.11 : Attached at Tab A are documents 

% 

which reflect a canvassing by the Federal Bureau of Investiga¬ 
tion of certain of its informants in the Miami, Florida area 
concerning the ’possible existence of a plot to assassinate or 
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administer drugs to plaintiff. Deletions have been made 
from these documents of informants' symbol numbers and other 
information which does not relate to the subject matter of 
this action or to plaintiff in any way, including the names 
of FBI agents participating in this canvassing of informants. 

REQUEST NO. 1.10 : Electronic eavesdropping on any 
telephone which resulted in the overhearing of any con¬ 
versation in which plaintiff 
(a) was a participant. 

RESPONSE NO. 1.10(a) ; Attached at Tab B are documents 
relating to the wiretap on Navy Yeoman Charles Edward Radford 
III, referred to iii paragraph 10 of the complaint. As the 
attached documents reflect, plaintiff was apparently over¬ 
heard very briefly in connection with two telephone calls 
originating from Mr. Radford's residence. The documents 
attached are limited to the documents pertinent to the two 
telephone conversations involving plaintiff which were 
overheard, including documents pertinent to the establishment 
of the wiretap and the distribution of summaries of plaintiff 

p ■ 

conversations which were overheard. Deletions of information 
not pertinent to the overhearing of plaintiff's conversations 
have been made from such documents. Defendant objects to 
this request insofar as it seeks documents regarding the 
Radford wiretap in addition to those provided herewith on 
the ground that any such documents are not relevant to the 
subject matter of this action and not reasonably calculated 
to lead to the discovery^o^adrai-s-si-ble evidence end would 
unduly infringe upon the privacy of individuals who are not 
parties to this action: 

- 2 - 
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The FBI also has in its possession documents which may 
relate to.the overhearing of one of plaintiff's telephone 
conversations in connection with a wiretap of telephones other 
than those of plaintiff. Defendant Kelley objects to the 
production of these documents on the ground that such documents 
■are classified pursuant to Executive Order 11652, that such 
documents are precluded from discovery by 50 U.S.C. §403 (d) (3) 
and 403(g) since its production would disclose intelligence 
sources and methods, that such document is privileged since 
its disclosure would injure the national security, and that 
disclosure is contrary to the public interest. ' 

(b) was mentioned;_ ' 

RESPONSE NO. 1.10(b) ; Defendant objects to this request 
on the ground that it seeks information which is not relevant 
to the subject matter of this action and is not reasonably 
ca-lculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, 
on the ground that the disclosure of any such information 
would unduly infringe upon the privacy olr individuals who 
are not parties to this action, and on the ground that a 
preparation of a response to this request would be unduly 
burdensome and oppressive. ' • 

REQUEST NO. 1.12 : Physical surveillance of plaintiff, 
of any associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's 
home or office, or of any other building on premises occupied 
by plaintiff. 

RESPONSE NO. 1.1 2 Attached as Tab C are'documents 
which relate to what may be considered to be a surveillance 
of an associate of plaintiff who was observed examining the 
contents of former FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover's garbage. 

The Bureau also located a document which may relate to a 
surveillance of plaintiff. Such document was referred to 
the CIA and is being produced by them this date. 

- 3 - 
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REQUEST NO. 15 ; Records of investigation, surveillance 
burglary, wiretapping and any other interference with,, 
reports on and proposals to deal with plaintiff carried out, 
proposed or attempted to be carried out or suggested or 
communicated to the "White House Plumbers," including de¬ 
fendants John Ehrllchman, Egil Krogh, David Young, E. Howard 
'Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

RESPONSE NO. 15 ; Defendant is, after a search of the 
files of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, not aware of 

t i 

any such document within the possession, custody and control 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

REQUEST NO. 16 : Records of any wiretaps, proposed 
wiretaps or attempted wiretaps of plaintiff's home or office 
not otherwise specified above. 

RESPONSE NO. 16 ; Defendant incorporates herein by 
reference Response No. 15, supra . 

REQUEST NO. 17 s Records of any proposals, suggestions 

or attempts to do physical harm to plaintiff by poison. 

' . 

RESPONSE NO. 17 ; Defendant incorporates herein by 
reference Response No. 15, supra . 

' Respectfully submitted, 

BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT \ 
United States Attorney 



DAVID J. ANDERSON 


- 4- 
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Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W„ 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Attorneys for Defendant Kelley 
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l - Mr. Efibl 


Attn: [ 


tm SAG*, Alexandria 


5 / 11/77 

1 - Mr. Decker 
Attnr l 


K\ 


1 - Mr. Mintz 
l - Civil Litigation Unit 


From: Director, FBI 


% 


richard m, nixon, mm* 
0*$M€* f D. C4 
CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 
BUDED 5/20/77 



A 

10 /W/ 7 S; 
to Bureau daUd 10 /W/ 78 ; aad 


■v,. ■- ... . „ OluC®Ji CHmKI 

I0/W75| Alexandria teletype 
ogtonField Office (WfO) airtel and 


letterhead memorandum dated I 0 / 20 / 7 d; A mB captioned ELSUR, JACK N. 

-Ammmt, nm Burdette owt, smmm, Mariana, mm. 


For Sam information of 




won, tte syndicated at 


aintift, Jack N, 


•^r-J — 



columnist, has Hied a Complaint to 


\\ 


. 8 . 0 .C.), District o< Colombia (D.C.), 


^ :t illcfto, turn Joly, 1989 , ncttl sometime In 1974 , a conspiracy among* 
tot dftfittdiati. lietiisi lormtf Acting Diftetof Grav ®b hI jDlrictw Ktlfair 


unlaefuUy abridge plaintiff'• First Amendment rigid* m m journalist 
Ms tight* of privacy, to be free firos 
to the protection of Ms life, liberty 


and declaratory sad specific relief against future actions. Plaintiff 



Dir. 


Specifically, as to FBI activities, the Complaint alleges unlawful invest!- 


Dep. AD A dm. — 

Dep. AD Inv._ 

Asst. Dir.: 

Adm. Serv._ 

Crim. Inv. _ 


Fin. & Pers. _ 
I dent. 


|jpRLH:clh 


mattae to plaintiff, particularly involving one Cone Smith, improper 

RECrl & Z il "TS i 

CONTINUED - OVER SB M 1977' J 


LwTK^X W c\W/ 


ST-11S 


7^1 *nk: 


U>eo'oi 

f^Jcm. & Insp. _ 

Roc. Mgnt. _ 

Spec. Inv._ 

Tech. Servs.- 

Training_ 


Public Affs. Off— 

Telephone Rm. _ 

Directftts/See’yl 



my 

#h ! 


-Ay 


0 w 
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Airtel to SAC, Alexandria 
Re; JACK N. ANDKKf.ON v. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, et ai. 


providing of information about plaintiff to defendant John W. Dean, m, 
by deceased Director Hoover and unlawful investigation conducted to 
determine plaintiff s source as to documents taien from the Bureau id 
Indian Affairs, 1372, 

Simultaneous with the filing of the Complaint, plaintiff 
served Ms First Merrogatories and Bequest for Production of Docu¬ 
ments to defendant Kelley, Pursuant to a protective order issued 
by the U.S. D. C., Director Kelley s response to these discovery 
efforts has bees stayed until the present time. 

Currently pending before the U.8.B.C, Is a Motion 
to Dismiss* or In the Alternative, For a Summary Judgment filed 
on behalf of defendants Kelley and Gray. Da response to this Motion, 
plaintiff has requested the Court to require defendant Kelley to 
answer a limited number of Ms Interrogatories and Document 
Requests in order that he might better respond to defendants' Motion, 
the fi.S.D.C. by Pre-trial Notice and Order filed 4/27/77, has 
ordered defendant Kelley to respond to the following Interrogatories 
and Requests for Documents within 30 days: 



CO Do you, or does the agency under your supervi¬ 
sion, possess any information respecting any of the matters listed 
In this Interrogatory 1.6, parts 1, ML 13, (a) whether (where perti¬ 
nent) such matters were consummated or only were attempted, con¬ 
templated or discussed, and (L) whether or not there was any involvement 
or potential involvement erf your agency: 


i. 3 Wiretapping of any telephone of plaintiff; 


1, § Electronic surveillance (bugging) of plaintiff * 


2 «* 
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Airtei to £AC, Alexandria 
Re: JAC& N. ANDERSON v. 
RICHARD M. HIKON, et at 


tS Transmission or delivery of false information 

to plaintiff; 


t8 Administration ol drugs to plaintiff; 

19 Electronic eavesdropping on plaintiff; 

110 Electronic eavesdropping oa any telephone -which 
resulted in the overhearing oi my conversation in which plaintiff 

(a) ms a participant, or 

(b) mete mentioned; 

111 Infliction of physical harm oa plaintiff : 

t. 12 Physical surveillance of plaintiff, of any 
associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's home or office, or 
at any other building on premises occupiedby plaintiff; 


2.0 If the answer to any part of Interrogatory i. 0 
Is affirmative, state with respect to such matter; 


2. t. The name, home and business address, and 
home and business telephone numbers, of every individual possessing 
information with respect to the item, with a summary of the infor¬ 
mation the individual possesses; 


•» 3 — 
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Airtei to SAC, Alexandria 
Re: JACK N. ANDERSON v. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, et at 


REQUESTS FOR DOC UMENTS 

i. Records which are a record of, relate to or 
reflect any of the Information described In Interrogatories l. 0-1.18, 
served this day. 


IS. Records of investigation, surveillance, bur¬ 
glary, wiretapping and any other interference with, reports on 
and proposal* to deal with plaintiff carried out, proposed or 
attempted to he carried out or suggested or coramunfcated to the 
White House Plumbers, including defendants John EhrUehman, 
Egil Krogh, David Young, R. Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. 

18. Records of any wiretaps, proposed wiretaps 
or attempted wiretaps of plaintiff’* home or office not otherwise 
specified above. 

H. Records of asy proposals, suggestions or 
attempts to do physical harm to piaiatiff by poison. 


Hi referenced communications, Alexandria, Baltimore, 
and Washington Field Offices have completed the necessary indices 
checks and Hie reviews as to consummated acts involving 
electronic swrvetlissee (hderrogatories l. 3, l. 8, l. 9, 1.10 and 
Document Request 18) and further file reviews with regard to 
consummated’ acts of electronic surveillance wiU not he required. 
However, because of the nature of the EISUK indices and the 
review of general Indices conducted in cocjunctioa therewith, 
attempted, contemplated, or discussed electronic surveil¬ 
lance matters would not necessarily be revealed. Therefore, 
should documents be located during the requested Hie reviews. 
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Airtei to SAC, Aiexamlria 
Re: JACKN. ANDERSON *, 
RICHARD If. NIXON, et 


infra , relating to attempted, contemplated, or discussed 
electronic surveillance during the period July i, 1939, to 
December 31, 1074, two copies of these documents should he 
forwarded to FBI Headquarters, Attention; Legal Counsel Divi¬ 
sion, area though it is highly unlikely that contemplated or 
discussed electronic surveillance, or for that matter asy of 
the activities covered in the interrogatories or Document 
Requests, will he provided to plaintifi as sot being relevant to 
the issues alleged la the Complaint. 


With regard to the remaining Interrogatories (1.0 
[as it relates to other Interrogatories], Lo, i. 8, l, U, I. It, t.% 
and 1. 1) and Document Requests (l|a* It relates to those Inter¬ 
rogatories], IS mid If), review of all appropriate main case files 
and crone file reference* to plaintiff relating to the period Inly 1, 
1939, to December $1, 1874, must he undertaken in order that a 
complete response can be made. Tide review should be made 
for information resconnive to theeu Interrogatories and Document 
Requests both as to FBI activities aad activities of other Federal 
governmental agencies or entities sad certain Individual*. These 
individuals are as follows: 


Richard M. Nixon 
Hairy A, Kissinger 
Richard M. Heims 
John N. Mitchell 
H.R. Haldcmsn 
John D. EhrUehman 
Chariee W. Colson 
Richard J. Kleindiemd 


Herbert W. Kalmbaeh 
Egil Krogb, Jr. 

David R. Yowag, Jr. 
John J. Caulfield 
Anthony T. Ulasewics 
E. Howard Hunt 
a Gordon Liddy 
James W. Me Cord, Jr 


John W. Dean, HI Edward B. LevI 

Robert C. Mardiaa George Bush 

Jeb Stuart Magruder Donald G. Alexander 

Should documents be located during these Hie re v ie w s 
responsive to the above Interrogatories and document requests 
relating to the period July 1, 1839, to December 31, 1974, two 
copies of each should be submitted to FBI Headquarters, 
Attention: Legal Counsel Division, 
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Airtel to SAC, Alexandria 
Ret JACK K. ANDERSON v. 
RICHARD M. NtXON, et aU 


In order to comply with the C. S. 0. C* f » Order la 
this sj-etter, a Boded of 5/20/77, has been set. 

To assist receiving offices in determining It tile 
references are identical to plaintiff, plaintiff la IdcslSteS co 
follows: 


Name: 

Jack Northman Anderson 

Race: 

Caucasian 

Sex: 

Male 

DOB: 

October 19, 1922 

ROB: 

Long Beach, California 

t&AN: 

528-20-3909 


SAl 


matter, _ 

4532, should be contacted. 


Should von have amr questions with regard to this 
_Civil Litigation Unit, extension 


b6 

b7C 


NOTE: See memorandum dated 5/ll/77„captioned Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard Mo Nixon, et al. (U. S.D., C„ ,D. C,) Civil Action No.76-1794, 
RLH:pls. 
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TELETYPE! 
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EFTO 


1 - Mr. Mint z (R on t 
(Attn 4 _[) 
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e thru for 
_review) 


be 
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MAY 12, 1977 


&■ 


Dir.. 


Dep. AD Adm. _ 

Dcp. AD Inv._ 

Asst. Dir.: 

Adm. Serv.- 

Crim. Inv.- 

Fin. & Pers. _ 

I dent. - 

. Intel I_ 


FM DIRECTOR 

TO NEW YORK ROUTINE 

BT 

E FT O 

jack n.Anderson % richard m. nixon, et al, (u.s.d.c. , 

D. C,), CIVIL ACTION NUMBER 76-1794. B UDED 5/20/77 

REFER BUREAU AIRTEL OCTOBER 14, 1676, ENTITLED "ELSUR, 
JACK N. ANDERSON, BETHESDA, MARYLAND" AND NEW YORK TELETYPE 


OCTOBER 19, 1976/ NEW YORK 92-4564. 

REFERENCED TELETYPE NOTED THREE REFERENCES LOCATED 
WHEREIN ANDERSON MENTIONED DURING CONVERSATIONS OF OTHERS. 

PLAINTIFF ANDERSON HAS FILED COMPLAINT U.S.D.C., D. C., 
ALLEGING DURING PERIOD BETWEEN JULY, 1969, AND SOMETIME IN 
1974, CONSPIRACIES AMONGST DEFENDANTS TO UNLAWFULLY ABRIDGE 
HIS FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHTS. U.S.D.C. HAS ORDERED RESPONSE 


TO INTERROGATORIES, ONE OF WHICH REFERS TO WIRETAP OR 




•n 




/- 


...” \ 


ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCES IN WHICH POYNTIFF 
OR WAS MENTIONED. ST-118 © 

PROMPTLY REVIEW REFERENCES REFERRED TO IN REFERENCED 
AIRTEL AND ADVISE DATES INVOLVED. SUTEL ATTENTION NAME CHECK 


cJ 5 


Jf. 



Laboratory- 

Legal Coun. - 

Plan. & Insp. - 

Rec. Mgnt.- 

Special nv._ 

Tech. 'Servs.- 

Training_ 

Public Affsi Off._ 

Telephone Rm._ 

\ Director’s Sec’y _ 

fct, fl'D II 


Ml 

WFS:jlm 

(S) 


(IX) 




cOEutoW- BUiffiftU OF SMVFSTiG,»,TloW 

COiiOilCWWECTiO^' 

■ ■ 
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// 


MAIL ROOM □ 


TELETYPE UNIT 



ROOM 4440. fbi/ doj 
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PAGE TWO EFTO 

SECTIOH # SPECIAL PROJECTS REVIEW UNIT, 

BT 
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FD-36 (Rev. 7-27-76) 

TRANSMIT VIA: 
I I Teletype 
I | Facsimile 
120 Airtel 


wm \ 




CLASSIFICATION: 

□ TOP SECRET 

□ SECRET 

□ CONFIDENTIAL 

□ E F T 0 

□ CLEAR 


5/16/77 


FROM: 


% !<=%>/ I Assoc. Dir 

!MIT VIA: P^CEDENCE: CLASSIFICATION: l Dep. AD Adm.. 

etype □ Immediate □ TOP SECRET Inv ~ 

: simile rj Priority □ SECRET ' Adm - Serv - 

;el □ Routine □ CONFIDENTIAL [ Fin. <S Pets _ 

□ efto j S Sz - 

| I CLEAR I Laboratory- 

r/., ' LegalCoun - 

£) a ^ e _ 5 /lb/ / / _ I Plan, & Insp- 

_Rec. 

y Spec. InvTfcfo 

y y Tech. Serv 3 _ 

5 f I p ■ Training.™_ 

TO: DIRECTOR, FBI ■ L v . Public Afis. oif._ 

Teleph°ne Rm_ 

FROM: SAC, ALEXANDRIA (62-284) (RUC) f/i * * Direyr-s s ec - y _ 

JACK N/'ANDERSON v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 

(U.S.D.C., D.C.) \ 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 \ \ 

BUDED: 5/20/77 | \ 

Re Bureau airtel to Alexandria, 5/11/77. \ 

With regard to the Interrogatories and Document 
Requests as contained in referenced Bureau airtel, the 
Alexandria Office conducted a review of main case files and 
cross file references to plaintiff relating to the period 
7/1/69, to 12/31/74. 

This file review revealed that the Alexandria 
Office does not possess any information relative to any 
matters listed in said Interrogatories, (a) whether such \ 

matters were consumated or only attempted, contempated, or 
discussed, and (b) whether or notthere was any involvement^ 
or potential involvement. Neither does the Alexandria Office 
possess any documents as enumerated in said Request for 
Documents. 

Therefore, the Alexandria Office is not submitting 
any documents regarding captioned matter. ^ #. 




// / 


(J2j- Bureau 
1 - Alexandria 
WMC:kra 
(3) 

|C/ ,/| 

Approved: * 

o, * 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON 
7 3'®0 Burdette Court 
Bethesda, Maryland 20034 


plaintiff 


RICHARD M. NIXON 

Presidential Compound 

San Clemente, California 92672 

HENRY.A. KISSINGER 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 

RICHARD M. HELMS 

United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
Washington, D. C. 20520 


JOHN N. MITCHELL 
20 Broad Street 
New York, New York 


10005 


H. R. HALDEMAN 

443 North McCadden place 

Los Angeles, California 


JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN 
227 Montoya Circle 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 


87501 


CHARLES W. COLSON 
1350 Ballantrae Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST 
8464 Portland place 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

L. PATRICK GRAY 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut 


06378 


JOHN W. DEAN, III 
11661 San Vicente Boulevard 
a .J3r^J5±*toodr- California - 94513 

ROBERT C. MARDIAN 

2323 North Central Avenue 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

JEB STUART MAGRUDER 
c/p Atheneum press 
L22 East 42nd Street 


Pork, 


York 10017 




Civil Action No. 76-1794 


Judge Gesell 


N ° T * ? ECO|?D£d' 

23 5 1977 
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LLlJfcc 


- HERBERT W. ^LMWTCH 
1056 Santia^> Drive . 
Newport Beach, California 


92660 


EGIL KROGH, JR. 

c/o Swensen's. Ice Cream Factory 
333 Pine Street - Suite 300 
San Francisco, California 94104 

DAVID R. YOUNG, JR. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

JOHN J. CAULFIELD 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

ANTHONY T. ULASEWICZ 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. HOWARD HUNT 

Federal prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 

32542 

G. GORDON LIDDY 

Federal Correctional institution 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 


JAMES W. MCCORD, JR. 
414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 


20850 


EDWARD H. LEVI 

Attorney General of the united 
States 

Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20530 

CLARENCE M. KELLEY 
Director, Federal Bureau of 
investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 


Washington, d. 


20530 


GEORGE BUSH 

Director, Central intelligence 
Agency 

McLean, Virginia 22101 

DONALD G^ ALEXANDER -- 

Commissioner, internal Revenue 
Service 

1111 Constitution Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20224 

Defendants. 


t • 


Jury Trial Demanded 
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WER OF DEFENDANT, H.( 


'DEMAN 


First Defense 


The Court lacks jurisdiction over defendant Haldeman. 


Second Defense 


The complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 


may be granted. 


Third Defense 


in answer to the numbered paragraphs of the claim, defen¬ 
dant Haldeman says: 

1 and 2. Defendant is not required to respond to l.and 2. 
which contain conclusions of law. 

3. Defendant Haldeman admits the first sentence in that 
plaintiff Jack Anderson reports on radio and TV. He is without 
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 
truth of the remaining allegations of the complaint of paragraph 


4. Defendant admits that the individuals named in para¬ 
graph 4, in general, held the jobs described or similar jobs, but 
defendant does not have sufficient information to admit the dates 
of employment and defendant Haldeman, in further answer to para¬ 
graph 4E, denies that his employment as Assistant to the president 
ended on April 30, 1974. Defendant Haldeman says his employment 
actually terminated on April 30, 1973. 

5. Denied. 

6. Denied. 

. 7. De f endant Haldeman-has-no - ' recollection' df "the "f actual 

allegations of Paragraph 7. 
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• P 

iH fends 


fendant Haldeman is presel^ly without sufficient 


knowledge or information to form a belief as to the truth of the 
allegations of paragraph 8. 

9. Defendant Haldeman denies taking any action to cause 
government agencies to abuse their powers and he is presently 
without sufficient information to further answer paragraph 9. 

10. Defendant Haldeman admits that he had knowledge that 
a Special investigations Unit was created, but he denies the re¬ 
maining allegations of paragraph 10 of the complaint. 

11. Denied. 

12. Denied. 

13. Defendant Haldeman is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the allegations contained in 
paragraph 13. 


14. Defendant Haldeman is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the allegations of paragraph 14. 

15. Denied. 

16. Defendant Haldeman denies the allegations of paragraph 
16 Which ascribes the activity related therein to him. 

17. Denied. r, 

G, ' A • 

18. Denied. 

19. Defendant Haldeman is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the allegations of paragraph 19. 

20. Defendant Haldeman is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the allegations of Paragraph 20, 
but he denies any participation in the activities alleged. 


<=. -“Denied. 

22. Defendant Haldeman denies that he caused any of the 
injuries al-leged in Paragraph 22. 
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wnot h 


herein specifically 


All Allegations of the complai 

-i 

admitted or denied are denied. 

Fourth Defense 

Defendant Haldeman resigned this position as Assistant to 
the president on April 30, 1973 and this action is barred by the 
Statute of Limitations. 


Fifth Defense 

The claims set forth in the complaint are barred by laches. 

Sixth Defense 

Defendant Haldeman denies entering into the conspiracy 
alleged in the complaint. 

Seventh Defense 

During the period of his employment and until its termina¬ 
tion on April 30, 1973, all actions taken by the defendant were 
taken in his capacity as Assistant to the President and as such, 

they were privileged and he is immune from suit because his actions 

- 

were taken pursuant to his official duties. 

Eighth Defense 

%l 9 * y | 

All actions taken by the defendant during the period he 
served as Assistant to the President were reasonable and neither 
arbitrary nor capricious, and they were taken by defendant Halde¬ 
man in good faith and in compliance with law. 

Ninth Defense 

All allegations of the complaint which recite facts occur¬ 
ring after April 30, 1973 are denied. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Haldeman demands 
^udgmerLt-in—his favor together with costs of this action and 


reasonable attorney fees. 


J1 


/ 




H. R. Haldeman, pro Se 


I 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


Defendant hereby certifies that he has served a copy of 
the foregoing Answer of Defendant Haldeman on all parties at the 
addresses set forth in the complaint, said service having been 
made by first-class mail, postage pre-paid, this 17th day of 


January, 1977. 


Frank H. Strickler 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 
Plaintiff 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , 
Defendants * 



Dep. AD Adm._ 

Dep. AD Inv._ 

Asst. Dir.: 

Adm. Serv. __ 

Ext. Affairs * 

Pin. & Pors__ 

Gen. Inv._ 
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Training_ 
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Civil Action No, 76-1794 


ANSWER 


Comes now Defendant, JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, pro se and in 
Answer to the Complaint states as follows: 

1. Denies Paragraph 2 (Defendant reserves the right 

to file Motions challenging jurisdiction over-the subject matter 
and Defendant). 

2. Admits Paragraph 3 to the extent that Plaintiff is a 

syndicated newspaper columnist. Defendant has no personal know¬ 
ledge of the remaining allegations in this Paragraph. . , 

3. Admits Paragraph 4(f), as to all but the dates of 
service which are denied. 

4. Denies Paragraphs 4(a)-4(e) and 4(g)-4(x). 

. • , ...... L ^~ I 1 1 3 S-J ^ 

5. Denies Paragraph 5 . NOT RECORDED 

23 MAY 5 1977 

6. Denies Paragraph 6. — —— ——r- 

7 . Defendant has/no personal knowledge to admit or 
the allegations contained in Paragraph 7 


73S3 
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13. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 13. 

14. Denies Paragraph 14. 

15. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 15. 

16. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 16. 

17. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 17. 

18. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 18. 

19. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 19. 

20. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 20. 

21. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny Paragraph 21. 
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22. Defendant denies Paragraph 22. 


^0\ma 0. j L l/W>—. 

JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN. pro se 
P. 0 . Box H7994 
Safford, Arizona 85546 


By: /fa 


. 1 

Schwartz, Esqi£j\ 


Lawrence H. Schwartz, Esqq^re 
Stiller, Adler & Schwartz, P.C 
Suite 720, 1825 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Answer 
was mailed, first class, postage prepaid, this 17th day of 
January, 1977, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esquire 
2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Hon. Richard M. Nixon 
Presidential Compound 
San Clemente, California 92672 

Hon. Henry A, Kissinger 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Hon. Richard M. Helms 
United States Ambassador to Iran 
Department of State 
-<— Washington.,. D.C. 20520 

Hon. John N. Mitchell, Esquire 

415 East 52nd Street 

New York, New York 10022 

Mr. H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 

Los Angeles, California 90004 

Charles W. Colson, Esquire 
1350 Ballantrae Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 
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Richard G. Kleindienst, Esquire 
8464 Portland Place 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

L. Patrick Gray, Esquire 
Findlay Way 

Stonington, Connecticut 06378 

John W, Dean, III, Esquire 
c/o The Rolling Stone 
1030 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Robert C, Mardian, Esquire 
2323 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Mr. Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 

Egil Krogh, Jr., Esquire 
c/o Swensen's Ice Cream Factory 
333 Pine Street, Suite 300 
San Francisco, California 94104 

David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

Mr. John J. Caulfield 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Mr. Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

Mr. E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Elgin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

Mr. James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Dirve 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Edward H. Levi, Esquire 
Attorney General of the United States; 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Clarence M. Kelley, Esquire 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
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George Bush, Esquire 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

Donald G. Alexander, Esquire 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
Internal Revenue Service 
1111 Constitution Avenue,' N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20224 


(/ 


Lawrence H. Schwartz, Esquiire 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON 

Plaintiff 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al, 
Defendants 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


MOTION TO AMEND ANSWER 


Comes now Defendant, JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, pro se and 
respectfully moves this Court pursuant to Rule 15(a) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to amend the Answer timely 
filed in this matter January 17, 1977, 

Counsel for Plaintiff, JACK N. ANDERSON, William 
Dobrovir has no objection to the amendment to the Answer and 
has so indicated his consent by signing at the end of this . 
Motion. 


WHEREFORE, Defendant respectfully requests Amendment 
of his Answer. The Amended Answer is attached hereto. 


crV^. 

5 4 MAY! 


Consented to: 




Respectfully submitted, 


y< 1 iv hn 'b fcD £. L i C/-/ irid n 

John D. Ehrlichman, pro se j-K f 
P. 0. Box H7994 NoTp^S“~~ 

Safford, Arizona 85546 RECORded 

23 MAY 5 1977 


By: vMn^JLAM- fi • 

"Lawrence H. Schwartz { J ‘ 


1)1352 



/I. * 


K/\7 U 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON 

Plaintiff 


v. 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 

Defendants 

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO AMEND ANSWER 

1. Rule 15(a) Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.. 


k' Jo An h Mil 

‘John D. Ehrlichman, pro se 


l l J h !l 

By:( /J, 7-r, 

Lawrence H. Schwartz 






Ca-I|73n" 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


j, JACK N. ANDERSON 
|i Plaintiff 


;; RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 

'! 

Defendants 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


ORDER 


! j Upon consideration of Defendant, JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN' s, i 

j j 

j, • 

| Motion to Amend Answer filed, and the agreement of Plaintiff's 1 

| I 

counsel being duly noted, it is hereby ; 

ORDERED, that Defendant, JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, be permitted 
to amend his Answer heretofore filed and the First Amended Answer j 

i| ' i 

H be filed with the Court. j 


JUDGE 




U' i n 3 n 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON 

Plaintiff 


v. 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. : 

Defendants : 

FIRST AMENDED ANSWER 

Comes now Defendant, JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, pro se and 
for his First Amended Answer to the Complaint states as follows: 

FIRST DEFENSE 

1. Denies Paragraph 2 (Defendant reserves the right 
to file Motions challenging jurisdiction over the subject matter 
and Defendant). 

2. Admits Paragraph 3 to the extent that Plaintiff is 
a syndicated newspaper columnist. Defendant has ho personal 
knowledge of the remaining allegations in this Paragraph. 

3. Admits Paragraph 4(f), as to all but the dates of 
service which are denied. . 

4. Denies Paragraphs 4(a)-4(e) and 4(g)-4(x). 

5. Denies Paragraph 5. 

~~6 . Denies Paragraph 6 . 

7. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 7. 




a. -1 n ' 

Greenberg/Gray-4192 








8. Defendant has no personal knowledge to admit or 
deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 8. 

9. Denies Paragraph 9. 

10. Denies Paragraph 10. 

11. Denies Paragraph 11. 

12. Denies Paragraph 12. 



13. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

deny 

Paragraph 

13. 








14. 

Denies Paragraph 

14. 




i 

15. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

j 

i deny 

i 

Paragraph 

15. 








16. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

deny 

Paragraph 

16. 








17. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

| deny 

Paragraph 

17. 








18. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

deny 

i 

Paragraph 

18. 







! 

1 

19. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

deny 

Paragraph 

19. 








20. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

} 

!' deny 

Paragraph 

20. 








21. 

Defendant 

has 

no 

personal knowledge 

to 

admit 

or 

1 deny 

Paragraph 

21. 







\ 

LU - - 

...2.2, _ 

Defendant, 

„.d eni.es 

Paragraph .22.....__ 

„_. 


^ * 


SECOND DEFENSE 

23. Court lacks jurisdiction over Defendant, JOHN D. 
EHRLICHMAN. 
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I THIRD DEFENSE 

|j . 

|| 24. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which 

i! .... 

relief may be granted. 

FOURTH DEFENSE 

I 

i 

i 

; 25. This action is barred by the Statute of Limitations 

| FIFTH DEFENSE 

j 

26. Claims set forth in the Complaint are barred by 

j laches. 

ji 

' SIXTH DEFENSE 


27. Defendant, JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, denies entering 
into the conspiracy alleged in the Complaint. 

SEVENTH DEFENSE 

28. During the period of employment until its termina¬ 
tion on April 30, 1973, all actions taken by the Defendant were 
taken in his capacity as an Assistant to the President and as 
such they were privileged and he is immune from suit because his 
actions were taken pursuant to his official duties. 


W 0 (' t't 1 f. cVvW^Wi 
V UOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, pro se (in 

P. 0. Box H79-94 _ _ _ 

Safford, Arizona 85546 


! 

i 

I 

1 

_ 

BY: L 

n 

y 

k :o i ikx? v 

\<S) fj 

KA 


V 

awrence H. 

SchiX 

ra rtz, 

Esquire 


Suite 720, 1825 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Motion To j 

Amend Answer, Points...&_Authorities „in Support thereof, Proposed Order, 
andQFirst Amended Answer, were mailed, first class, prepaid, on this 
^ ,V ^ day of January, 1977, to: j 


William A. Dobrovir, Esq. i 

2005 L Street, N.W. j 

Washington, D.C. 20036 ' 

Hon. Richard M. Nixon 
Presidential Compound 
San Clemente, Calif. 92672 

Hon. Henry A. Kissinger ! 

Secretary of State : 

Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 > 

Hon. Richard M. Helms 

United States Ambassador to Iran j 

Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Hon. John N. Mitchell 
415 East 52nd Street 

New York, New York 10022 j 

Mr. H. R. Haldeman : 

443 North McCadden Place I 

Los Angeles, Calif. 90004 i 

• j 

Charles W. Colson, Esq. ! 

1350 Ballantrae Lane j 

McLean, Virginia 22101 ' j 

Richard G. Kleindienst, Esq. j 

8464 Portland Place , ; 

McLean, Virginia 22101 j 

John W. Dean, III, Esq. j 

c/o The Rolling Stone 

1030.15th.Street, N.W. ..._ ..... i 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Robert C. Mardian, Esq. j 

2323 North Central Avenue • 

Phoenix, Az. 85004 i 

L. Patrick Gray, Esq. 

Findlay Way 

Stonington, Conn. 06378 j 

I 

Mr. Jeb Stuart Magruder j 

c/o Atheneum Press ; 

122 East 42nd Street i 

New York, New York 10017 1 

I 

J 

} 

i 
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Egil Krogh, Jr., Esq. 
c/o Swensen's Ice Cream Factory 
333 Pine Street, Suite 300 
San Francisco, Calif. 94104 

David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

Mr. John J. Caulfield 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Mr. Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

Mr. E. Howard Hunt 

Federal Prison Camp 

Elgin Air Force Base, Fla. 32542 

Mr. James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

Edward H. Levi, Esq. 

Attorney General of the United States 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Clarence M. Kelley, Esq. 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Bldg. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

George Bush, Esquire 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

Donald G. Alexander, Esq.. 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue 

Internal Revenue Service 

1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
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□ □ 50 


FP-36_ (idev. 7-2?-'76) 


FBI - 


'FransUTt via 

Teletype 
F ac simile 
Airtel 


vi^feDFNCE: 
| | Immediate 
I | Priority 
| | Routine 


CLASSIFiC#®?:/: 

□ TOP SECRET 

□ SECRET 

□ CONFIDENTIAL 

□ E F T 0 

□ CLEAR 

Date_ 5/16/j 


FROM: 


Director, fbi 

(ATTN: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION) 

SAC, BALTIMORE (62-2713) - RUC - 


SUBJECT: JACK N/"ANDERSON / n ^ if 7 > * 

V. (ji - / ’ ——' 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. - 

(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-179*4 
BUDED 5/20/77 

RE: Bureau airtel to Alexandria, dated 5/11/17. 

Enclosed for the Bureau are two copies each of Phoenix 
letter to Alexandria dat.pd S/6/13, in the case entitled 
"I I aka; ET AL; ARL - CONSPIRACY" and Baltimore 

letter to "Fhoenilf,' dated 9/24/73* bearing the same title. 

Information contained in the enclosures may have been 
reported to the Bureau by Phoenix. _ 

Remaining references to plaintiff in files of the_ 

Baltimore Office are as follows: C 


b6 

>70 


BALTIMORE FILE 


100-0-22293 


CONTEND 


80-731-15 through 18 


*0kf 


ST-118 Baltimore airtel to the 

-.Bureau and enclosures, b6 
\| 10/12/72. entit led b7c 

" I I; JACK 

ANDERSON; INFORMA'l'lTJTI /A; 

CONCERNING. " \ 0 v \ 

23 MAY W7 

Baltimore teletyp e toj odis.^. mmi 
Bureau, 11/16/70, L ‘ SiiTitled 
"ALLEGED FBI ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE, GOVERNOR AMU 
MANDEL'S OFFICE, JACK 
[ANDERSON, WASHINGTON 




27-~~ Bureau (Enel. - j 
“1 - Baltimore 
ASH:srd ± jG 


AgjVoved: —* 

23 


Kmnsmittec 


m 


(2 Q> 
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GPO : 1977 O - 225-539 














■ yep 

BA 62-2713 


MERRY-GO-ROUND." 

. _ ,Baltimore teletype to th'e 
Bureau, 11/17/70, same 
title, and Baltimore airtel 
to the Bureau, 11/23/70, 
same title. 

Baltimore airtel to the 
^Bureau, 4/18/73, entitled 

ET AL, TOP" (Bufile 52- 

96291).' : 

Remaining references determined not to be identical to 


52-9407 


plaintiff.. 


The following time spent in Completing this project 

GRADE HOURS 

GS-13 
GS-3 
GS-4 
• GS-5 


2 # ; 
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OPTION *L rOKM no. 10 

MA«IW KO'TSON 

cfA rrM*> (41 eg *) 101-11 « 


UNJJP.D STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


SAC, ALEXANDRIA 


date: 


6/6/73 


FROM SAC, .PHOENIX (176-59) (P) 


SUBJECT 


m 


IERBERT GEORGE TMMM 


5SS-. - aka ; 3 '/■}PilM-Ct A 


>1AA CY 


00: Phoenix 


JjA&UJci I 

. m\ 

UjlXlutX.t Jj /w.;,l(c f 

// jlkJj^ux: I 

£juls A/aX iO I 


Rerep of SA J OHN E. HUNT. 4/3Q /73. at PX. captioned 
as above, and rep of SA | at MI, 5/4/73. 

entitled "HERBERT GEORGE POWLESS". 

. - For the information of receiving offices not in 

-roceir-t- of—referenc-ed._coEuaunieR t -i.ons, or 4/24/73, HERBERT 
GEORGE POWLESS* male Indian, born 2/22/37, was arrested' 
at Phoenix for violation of Conspiracy - Anti-Riot Law. 
Subsequent Federal Grand Jury indictments were returned on 
PO'WLESS and other subjects named in referenced Phoenix 
report. PO'VLESS participated in the Trail of Broken 
Treaties caravan and takeover of the Bureau of Indian 
Affair's (BIA) Building in Washington, D.C., in November; 

1972, and was one of the top Indian leaders at Wounded Knee, 
South Dakota, during recent demonstrations at this location. 

2 - Alexandria * 

2 - Albuquerque (176-81) 

*Jp~ Baltimore 
2 - Charlotte 

2 - Chicago / 

2 - Cleveland * f , 

2 - Dallas | \ 

2 - Denver \ 1 


Kansas City 
Los Angeles 
Milwaukee 

Minneapolis (176-160) 
Newark 

Oklahoma City 
Philadelphia 
Sacramento 
Phoenix 




2 - Salt Lake y City — 

2 “ YlTO SEARCHED^. 

SERIALIZED , 


b £-\ 


Luihoexe %Mdl\ 

JM&f / l(v '1 


JEHrime 

(38) 


.ft IN 9 1973 

FBI—BALTIMOFtt-^y 


Sreenbe 


U.S. S^vhjS BfiV/fs Hi* whirl? Cnthc Ps, 


utivitizs Tl&i 












V 


PX 176-59 
JEH: line 





An address book was seized from POWLESS incident 
•to his arrest at Phoenix on 4/24/73. 


The following is a list of the names and telephone 
numbers obtained from this book, for information and 
appropriate investigation as might be indicated. 


? 

t 
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PX 176-59 


JEHjlme 


3- 


10 ) 


Chicago 


CLEVELAND 


l) Aim 

Cleveland, Ohio 


DALLAS 


1) 


Dallas 

DENVER■ • ' 


1) AIM 

Denver, Colorado 


2 ) 


Arvada, Colorado 


3) 


Ignacio, Colorado 


4) 

5) 


Boulder, Colorado 
KANSAS CITY 


1) 


bo 

b7C 


(216)621-0682 


be 

b7C 


(303) 222-1581 



bo 

b7C 


Kansas City, Missouri 


be 

b7C 
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. I 


PX 176-59 
JEHjlme 


2 ) 


Topeka, Kansas 


3) 


4) 


Topeka, Kansas 


LOS ANGELES 


1) 


Los Angeles 


2) 

3) 


r> •• ,• 


.. />< * 




' X 





b6 

."blC 



be 

b7C 


MILWAUKEE > •••• 

1) AIM 

Green Bay, Wisconsin 



432-0070 


_| (home) 

Offic e:! I 

Home: | j 


be 

b7 
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*' l 


PX 176-59 
JEH:lme 
7 


■\ 


MINNEAPOLIS : ' 

1) AIM 

Minneapolis, Minnesota (612) 333-7193 

2) AIM 

St. Paul (612) 224-4395 

224-0341 

3) American Indian Fellowship 
Association 

302 West 2nd Street 

Duluth, Minnesota > - • 



be 

b7C 
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23) Sen. PROXMIRE 


(202) 225-5653 
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Re Phoenix letter to 
Milwaukee airfeel to Alexandria 
"HERBERT GEORGE FORTES S { EE ): ” ‘ 
Phoenix dated 


Alexandria dated 6/6/73; 
dated 6/19/73, titled 
and Albuquerque letter to 


On 8/15/73, a source in a position to know, 
advised that telephone numbers 301**385-8242 and 
301-365-7632 are listed to JACK ANDERSON, 7300 Burdette 
Court, Bathes da, Maryland* x 

Records of the Baltimore Office reflect that 
'—the-above-- individual-identical wit h JACK NORTHMAN 
ANDERSON, the celebrated syndicated newspaper cblunmisfc* 

For the information of Phoenix, there has been 
some difficulty enrrmrrtttroHI in ■ ide ntifying subscr ibers to 

telephone numbers I _land I I It is 

anticipated that tills matter will be resolved in the near 
future* 


be 

b7C 













TO BE RETAINED AT HEADQUARTERS CITY 








.*:>! % v\» ^ Y* '.*• 

■' -Y.: V* ^ /'$ %^ : •: • .! .;••• • 

*. <4 ^ V.--.. - ;•/; '4* ' •• ■- *"t*'-■ fi ■ % A. >•* »*v» W« •*&; / - • -l 


C/s, 

. , r "2* 4’ 


i 'l 4 


wj-m&w 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
FOI/PA 

DELETED PAGE INFORMATION SHEET 
FOI/PA# 1356764-1 


Total 

Page 

Page 

Page 

Page 

Page 


Deleted Page(s) = 5 


74 - 

- Re 

ferral/Dire 

ct; 

75 - 

- Re 

ferral/Dire 

ct; 

76 - 

- Re 

ferral/Dire 

ct; 

77 - 

- Re 

ferral/Dire 

ct; 

78 - 

- Re 

ferral/Dire 

ct; 


XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
X Deleted Page(s) X 
X No Duplication Fee X 
X For this Page X 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 



Blacked out redactions were not made by FOIA. 




ED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Barbara Allen Babcock 
Assistant Attorney General 
/JfiMry Civil Division 

Jack Nt/Anderson v. Richard M. 
ft* Nixon, et al., USDC D.C., C.A. 

/ / #76-1794 ' ■ ■ ' 

rdt^Hr. Clarence M. Kelley, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


memorandum 


BAB:RJFranzinger:gma 
145-1-548 * 


Telephone: 
739-3385 


2 4 1977 


Enclosed please find copies of the following documents 
filed in the above-captioned action on May 27, 1977: 

1. Affidavit of Robert W. Gambino,? 

• 2. Defendant Clarence M. Kelley's Response to 

Plaintiff's Document Request Specified in the 
Court's Order of April 27, 1977; 

3. Answers and Objections of Defendant Clarence 

M. Kelley to First Interrogatories to Defendant 
Specified in the Court's Order of April 27, 1977; 

4. Supplemental Response of the Defendant Attorney 
General to Plaintiff's First Interrogatories and 
First Request for Production of Documents. 

I will continue to keep you advised of pertinent 
developments in this case. 

Attachments. 





^Y/PjSJ 


J W? 







jUliaterr 
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Buy U.S. Sayings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 



OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
(REV. 7-76) 

GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.6 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
<nFOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


Defendants, 


AFFIDAVIT 


j 1. I am Director of Security of the Centi*al Intelligence Agency (CIA) . I 

I ' ..... 

I have held that position since August 1, 1975. I previously have held executive 
| positions in the Office of Security since June 1972* The statements made herein 

i; 

| are based upon my knowledge, upon information made available to me in my 
official capacity and upon conclusions reached in accordance therewith. 

2. Following receipt of plaintiffs first Interrogatories to defendant and 
first Request for Production of Documents to Defendant, George Bush, Director 
of Central Intelligence and Head of the Central Intelligence Agency, I caused 
a search to be made for all records which would in any way be responsive 

| to plaintiffs request. The records located as a result of this search were 

| . - 
| subjected to careful analysis by experienced officers of CIA familiar with the 
i 

! subject matter and who reported their findings to me. I responded to plaintiff's 

\ l 

jj Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents on the basis of this search 


and analysis . 

3. The results of the search revealed that all documents relating 
to the plaintiff had been reviewed as a resxilt of plaintiff's-earlier Freedom 
of Information Act request, with the exception of one document discussed 
in paragraph 9, infra. All such documents were re-reviewed 
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; in the context of the Complaint filed in this action and plaintiffs Interrogatories 

|| 

j! and Request for Production of Documents . This review resulted in the release 
j 

| of additional information contained in the twelve documents released pursuant 

I; - 

*! to the request for production of documents. (This additional information, which 

j! 

j had been properly withheld under appropriate exemptions of the Freedom of 
i ■ ■ 

I • . ' 

I Information Act, was released to plaintiff in recognition of the greater need 

j| , ■ ( : 

for such information in the context of this litigation.) 

4. Information withheld consists only of the following: a) names of 

j 

i CIA employees; b) identities of private persons, other than plaintiff and 


j associates, to protect the privacy of such individuals; c) information properly 


and currently classified pursuant to Executive Order 11652; and d) information 

, which would disclose intelligence sources and methods. i 

• | 

5, Names of CIA employees have been deleted in the interest of the 
security of the foreign intelligence activities of the United States and as a further 
measure to pi-otect intelligence sources and methods. Specifically, names of 
CIA employees who participated in Project Mudhen are withheld in order to 
protect the anonymous status of employees who have served under cover or in 
sensitive positions, are doing so now or who may do so in the future. Also, 
the public acknowledgment of these individuals 1 affiliation with CIA would impair 
their usefulness to the Agency. Even if an individual is not presently assigned 
a position in which his or her affiliation with the CIA needs to be concealed from 
disclosure, the possibility remains that, during such person’s career with the 


jj- Agency, he may be assigned to a position where his employment by the CIA 

i 

I - ... 

jl cannot be revealed. Accordingly, in order to retain the flexibility to utilize * 

« ' ■ 

Agency personnel to the maximum extent permissible, the Agency consistently 

•. . ,. - , i# 

declines to disclose the identity and attiliation of those employees who do not come '■ 

j; • . _ . _ •_ . ’ : 

h into public view in the course of their duties. I would emphasize that, in response 






















Snt&JK, ak 




I to Interrogatory 2.2, I did provide the names of two officials, whose identities, 

i ■ 

i ■■.■■••; • * 

■j because of their positions and functionsare matters of public knowledge. 

h 

!J The former Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. Richard Helms, and the former 

li ' ' s ' . . • ': , ' ’ , ^ . • , • 

I I Director of .SecurityMr . Howard Osborn, by virtue of their former positions, 

;| are the most knowledgeable officials concerning all activities of the CIA and 

* j • • . ■ ... 

! 

the Office of Security at the time Project Mudhen was conducted. [Contrary 

i* 

I 

to plaintiff's statement in his Motion to Compel Answers to Interrogatories (p. 4) , 

i , 

I 

j Mr. Osborn is not a current employee of CIA, and therefore his personal 

I 

jj recollections of the events surrounding Project Mudhen, as well as those of 
Mr. Helms, are not available to me.] 

6. All documents or portions thereof which have been withheld because 
the information contained therein is currently and properly classified pursuant 
to Executive Order 11652 and/or pertain to intelligence sources and methods 
are of two types: a) analysis of plaintiff's published writings which plaintiff 
claims contain, classified information, and b) information relating to intelligence 
sources and methods. 


I 7. None of the information described in paragraph 6 above in any way 

!i • ' ' 

jj refers to electronic surveillance, wiretapping or bugging of plaintiff, physical 

Ij , - : 

| attack, attempts to discredit plaintiff, mail opening, surreptitious entry into 

♦ * 

» 

j premises owned or occupied by plaintiff, or taking or photographing of plaintiff's 

l ' 

« ‘ * ’ 

»i documents. As indicated in my responses to plaintiff's Interrogatories, the 
jj only activity of CIA directed against plaintiff, Project Mudhen, included only 
1 physical and photographic surveillance of plaintiff, and incidentally his associates 
and family, and all documents relating to this activity have been released except 
I for deletions described in paragraphs 4-6 above. 
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; ■ . i • 

i ■ •• . 

8. Exhibit XI , attached to CIA's response to plaintiff's document 
production request, and discussed at footnote 9, page 11 of Plaintiff's Motion to 
Compel Answers to Interrogatories, recites a story told to an Agency confidential 
informant by a source of that informant. I have caused an inquiry to be 

made within the Office of Security concerning the circumstances surrounding 
the acquisition of the information contained in this document. This inquiry 
has included a thorough review of all documents relating to plaintiff, as well as 
interviews of current employees of this Office. The results of this inquiry 
are that the identity of the confidential informant and the source of this 
confidential informant cannot be determined. I am personally satisfied, however, 
that the source of this information did not engage in any activities such as 
those described in paragraphs 16 and 20 of the Complaint (supplying inaccurate 

information to plaintiff) at the request of CIA personnel. 

. • ■ j 

*> I 

9. Following my response to plaintiff's Interrogatories and Request for 

Production of Documents, a document Referred to in paragraph 3 above and 

. • \ 

attached herewith) was brought to the attention of CIA by the FBI, which because 
of its incidental reference to plaintiff, was not indexed to or maintained in any CIA 
file relating to plaintiff. In 1975, the CIA, with the assistance of the FBI, made 


extensive effoi-ts to determine the circumstances surrounding the execution of 
! this purported affidavit of one Virginio Gonzales, as well as to determine the 

i . ■ 

i ■ 


identity of Mr. Gonzales. All such.efforts failed and Virginio Gonzales was never 
| identified. It is clear, however, that no individual by the name of Virginio Gonza 

I 

| was ever employed by CIA to conduct activities such as those described in the 
alleged affidavit. Specifically, no such individual ever photographed plaintiff 
i for CIA. 


10. With reference to the Order of the Court dated April 27, 1977, 
jj responses to plaintiff's Interrogatories 1.3, 1.5, 1.9, 1.10, 1.8, 1.11, 1.12, and 

!| i 


I 


Greenberg/Gfay-4221 




- 4 - 












It 


It 


1.6 arc complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. In response 
to Interrogatory 2.2,1 have named Messrs. Helms and Osborn for the reasons 
stated in paragraph 5 above. 


RfTbert W. Gambino 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA ) 

) ss. 

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX ) 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ■JT^Tday of May 1977. 


\ i ) , \ 


jLjJ'. 




Notary Public 


My commission expires: 


/ G~7 
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"AFPABAYIT.Q? YIBGINSO GGN2AL23, MEXICO 
CITY MEXICO. V1RSS NIO' GHNgALES , BEING FIRST DULY SHORN, DEPOSES 

l . 

AND SAYS I I AH A NATURALISED AMERICAN SSI NG S OjsN IN CUBA., I 
AH A LSO KNOWN AS FRANK OR GERRY , l‘HAS RECRUITED INTO THE OEM- 

■ »ii l inni‘ >t> „ wU< ,^^^ >|tt<M< ^i, >U | I* m^mrn m - , , i■ i - . - ■ h , , i ,i , ,<■■ > , , , n , - ****** i “ - 

YRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY IN 1959 AND RESIGNED IN DECEMBER 1974, 
DURING THIS TIME I SE RVED AS AM AGENT IN THE FIELD IN VARIOUS 
PARTS OF SOUTH AMERICA BEFORE JOIN JN'G THE DOMESTIC OPE RATIONS 

~- n , — ■-- -.— . ■ ■ ■ ■ * ■—« "» 

DIVISION OF THE IBM, I AH MAKING THIS STATEMENT DF HY OWN FREE 
WILL AND FULLY UNDERSTANDING THE PERSONAL RISK INVOLVED. 

. I LOVE THE UNITED STATES AND AM- GRATEFUL FOR ALL THAT 
H HAS DONE FOR HE, IT IS NOT MY INTENTION 70 PLACE THE SECURITY 
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^ J # tit /*• t * i w * * #\ « ^ J 1 vi i ♦ -l V ^ > ‘t. 4**2 4 4rf # • > i ^ *•» '__ p ># *v 

tj m vm t C7 .*.;V~inr*V MV Vf , ?n r, 5V? r^i ? c crv ► rij v *‘f; r*'.»r*M‘ v;m v **'*«n 

(, I i < i w J i o i U ■ * U*< • Q << iw I Lt i ^ L'f j i v* v* k • i i t» * iv.** •■< f' J v • J Vi *; i » i‘*. U 

« iS r •, • ^ v * f* f, V •“’ **i 1 f? IT *? ? * -T •"> rr p f 1 ^ ,* i • »*» T • • r* t** r- £**t «• • ** f* r*^ f v * * v ► i 
AGcIV^’j t-* fo-Oi. Uy ... r.ijbi vUi-: iJ v: La i ; I 

powsa A?49 ' IS-USED IN A ■ li^firJSfUL IUT TO HARASS PEOPLE FS3 
PSRS2NAL PSLiiSCAL ?UK?3S2S» 

! AM ALSO AWARS OF THE DREADFUL FUTURE AH?U?!N3 THE 
COUNTRY WITH YH5 9ID FOR ULTIMATE POWER fiOU BEING MAGS BY VMS 
EFELLERS* WITH THEIR POLICIES GEARED 70 FEAR OF .S3 CALLED OUTS 
FORCES# A RED IN EVERY BED* • • ■'v. 

ATTICA HAS AM EXAMPLE OF THE ROCKEFELLER BELIEF THAT F0R5 
MUST BE USED TO-. THE FULL AT ALL TIMES .TO KEEP THE ESTABLXSHNEN 

G.N TCP, CARL VALE HE UNO US BETTER, " ' .' \. | 

• . ' • 

THE ADMINISTRATION IS-AND HAS ALWAYS BEEN AWARE THAT THE 
BALANCE OF TERROR IS OH AMERICAS SIDE. NOT RUSSlAS AND W= USE 
ANYWHERE TO HELP THE WAR AND ARMS LOSSY# BUT CLOAKED AS IF 

FIGHTING FOR FREEDOH. ' ‘ ^ ... 1 .' 

OTHERS HAVE TRIED TO SHOW THE TRUTH BY WRITING BOCKS BUT 
THIS I CANNOT DO AND THE TRUTH IS ALWAYS DENIED AND I WOULD BE 
: ACCUSED OF BEING RED. 
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THE HARASSMENT OK PEOPLE CAUSED SUFFERING A;TO IS A t^STE OK 
THIS* Alii) YAK .-HOMEY WHEN THE K2; A-flS • TH:;: G S F p F;.. .«H I CL Ti;2 AGENCY 
WAS FOUNDED WHICH ARE LEFT UNDONE, 

IN THIS SYATSHSfIT l TRY ONLY TO 5X0:1 THAT AN INDIVIDUAL HAS 
HARASSED -III SURVSXLUHGS WITHOUT •••REASON AND THE NAY IN WHICH I , 

and others, blindly follow so orders frcm all sides* 

D URING 1963/69 I HAD SEEM TOLD ,TQ PRO? ALL INVSST IGAT IONS 

INTO SINCLAIR WEEKS AMD HIS HOVE HE NT’ CT MONIES .A3 ROAD FOE POLITICA 

FUNDING AMD FIRST CANS INTO CONTACT WITH JOHN HE:SR IM APRIL 1S&S, 

.. 

•#l • * 

IN LAS VEGAS, AT ABOUT iSlCG ON APRIL 25 SEN EDWARD KENNEDY 

«* "* , " J 11 

ARRIVED AT LAS VEGAS AND HAS TO GIVE‘A SPEECH THAT 
MIGHT, WITH OTHER AGENTS I ARRANGED HJTH JACK EMTRATTER OF THE 
SANDS HOTEL TO FIX A GIRL FOR KENNEDY AND FOR PICTURES TO BE 
TAKEN FOR FUTURE USE, KENNEDY FELL FOR THE SITUATION BUT THE FULL 
USE OF THE OPERATION WAS RUINED WHEN MEIER HAD HEARD SOMETHING OF IT 
1 LEARNED LATER THAT HE HAD CONTACTED BILL HADDAD, L ARRY O’BRIEN, 
J OSEPH NAPOLITIAN AND STEVE SMITH AMD WARNED THEM OF A PROBLEM» 
THOUGH THE STORY APPEARED IN ONE PAPER HE-1ER ANNOYED THE COMPANY, 

At THE EN D OF 197 1 I WAS ORDSHD TO AN ASSIGNMENT THAT INCLUDE 
MONITORING THE ACTIVITIES OF JOHN MEIER AND WAS SHOWN A FILE ON HI 
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Tins ON SSHALF OF HUGHES„ . V 

nsisn aas shown as a leftist>33 surveillance had t aken 
PLACE SINCE i'^'53, Hr HAS SES'i FOLLOWED DUSINS VISITS' TO HaK ?a*.S73K* 


UHEP.5 MS HEX H1TH SA MI EL ctL'SSSP.S FCH HHCH HE SfeS-TRYING TO SET > 
u? FUNDS FOR HIS DEFENCE AT TRIAL, '"; 

0?) FILE HERE PHOT OGRAPHS TAKEN AT GRANGE CS.LUTY AIRPORT in 
JULY B 1969 SHOWING MS IBP. WITH gCMALp NIXON XHD OTHERS, THESE 


! t!£R£ T AKEN BY Ta£ SECRET SERVI CE AND HAD SEEM PASSES 7C D03D KESG2Q 

AT THE PRESI DENT?5 REQUEST, RES0=0 HAS TO CONTACT.ROBERT 
' ---- ■ ~ * • ' ~ ' 

K AKEU TO HAVE MEIER FIRED £0 KEPT CUT OF THINGS. i 

DURING 19.68 AND 69 He I S3 MSI WITH. SEVERAL CIA AGEHTs IN 
; NEVADA. IT HAD BEEN THOUGHT BY'THEM. THaT\H5IEP. :US INFORMED REGARD 


AGENCY COOPERATION WITH THE HUGHES ORGANISATION AMD rfAHEU* S COM? ANY* 
IT SEEMED THAT MEIER HAD STEPPED INTO THE ECUADORIAN SITUATION AS 
DELL AS OBTAINING A LIST OF POLITICIANS WH£H y|£ UANTED FUNDED 
THRU HUGHES. IT HAS BELIE VED THAT MEIER HAD LIS r S OF COVER 
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os g/jm s aviohs d business np^n. -i noiis which were inysmced 

Ft>8 HUOSS* PcfiSSHAU- USB ONLY. • 

» r- n ■ a l - ■ I r J I, n y - * 1 I I - II « ^ ^ __ ^^ ^ > - ■ irr ~^rt • 

it Was alson thought that meier hay enter thh political race in 

MS V AD A AMD RUM F OR SEN HOVSARD CANNONS HOLD ON THE STATE, THIS Up SET 
hughes as gammon has his man all the vjay. 


HSIOR was KNOWN TO WAVS CLOSE CONTA CT LHH FT?ESISSMT* RALA~ 

11 i • jp m 1 »mui ■linn— ' " 1 a*m—~** r ~ r-.u-iiru r ~u ._»■ 

GUSRIH OF THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND THIS AREA HAS SENSITIVE TO 

. . «—» »’ ' . — «■■■■» *—*«»» «» ■ " ^"3 • 

US, AiiD THE PRESIDENT, THIS CAUSED A BACKING OFF IN OUR PLANS, 

HE I EH HAS LISTED AS BEING SEEN IN HAWAII WITH DONALD NIXON 
AND HIS WIFE AND HIKE 0* CALLAGHAN OF. NEVADA AMD HIS WIFE IN LATE 1.970, 
: MY OWN SURVEILLANCE QF ME l PR, WITH ALTERNATE AGENTS, STARTED 

■ r» «««■<■ «,ti i ■ »■■ ■ I . . « .1 . . ■ — ■ 1 1 «■■»»»■■■ '■« ■ W .. 

IN JA NUARY 197? , ON JAN 9 HElER WENT 70 THE BALBOA DAY CLUB AT 

NEWPORT BEACH AND LUNCHED WITH CONGRESSMAN DICK HANNAH AND TWO 

OTHERS, THEY DISCUSSED KOREA, SINGAPORE AND T«E FAR EAST, 

THAT EVENING MEIER WENT TO ALBEROUEROlJE? MMj WHERE HE HAD AN 
*- - - —- ■ ■■ . . "'** r 

a partment at la ousna APARTMENTS and it was OUR INTENTION TO, 

PLACE BUGGING AIJ3S-, THIS BECAME URGENT WHEN MEIER ANNOUNCED HIS 

run for the senate seat in nek Mexico on jan-ii. 
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DUff IMG JANUARY ME KNEW MEIER HAD H.VNY CALLS WITH OSWALD 
MIXON AMD DOHAL-D NIXO'M JR, THE PRESIDENTS NEPHEW CALLED FW-jN 
NASSAU 23568 ’AMD TALKED POLITICS, MEIER ALSO CONTACTED 
HUBERT HUMPHREY AMD MET WITH JERRY UHDRSTH, WHO WAS qN HUMPHREY? 
staff. This VIAS IN L» a. CM JANUARY. 25. 

KE WERE INFORMED THAT ARTHUR 8LECH , H5ISRS TAX' CONSULTANT 
AND ALSO THE PRESIDENTS, WAS A LEFTIST AND SPEAKING TO FRIENDS 
AGAINST THE PRESIDENT. HE NOTED A NUMBER OF MEETINGS BETWEEN 
BLECH AND HEIR IN L.A, At THIS TIMS. THIS B5CAHE PART OF HY 
FIRST, 

IN THE LAST WEEK OF JANUARY I WAS TOLD THAT MEIERS. NAME HAD 
BEEN PASSED OH TO REPORTER'S BY FRIENDS OF THE AGENCY, 

THIS WAS IN RELATION TO THE CLIFFORD IRVING 

BOOK, . THIS I WAS TOLD WAS PART OF THE GENERAL BUILDUP To SABOTAG 
THE NEW MEXICO CAMPAIGN. IS WAS ARRANGED THAT MEIER BE SERVED 
WITH A SUBPOENA ON JANUARY 30 AT HIS NH APARTMENT', I WAITED 
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ea February' i 0 ns met sen hike gravel a mb thsy xs?it to me iimess 

(isici'l WAS l H i SR V 1 SUED BY ROY HEAL ABOUT »H£ i-RYIMG CASi:, 

THIS WAS HQ WORRY AS THg HUSHES. S 3 Be KeRS IN TQUCH M.lTH f£AL. 
FEBRUARY 2 MEIER FLEW TO MEW YORK AHB UE PHOTOGRAPHED HIM 

sitting with Marvin hratter who had been involved with boston 

. mm ■ ■ ■ ii ii ** " ^ l " ,RI ip 

CELT! C BASKET TEAM AND HAD A HOME IM LA COSTA* CL>J3. 


THE IRVING CASE SHOWED THAT HE HAD THE WRONG HAN BUT IT 

MEIER HAS KEPT FROM -HH AND HIS CAMPAIGN. STANLEY -MEYER MAS INVOLVED 

■ | . .. » . 

MOT MEIER, THIS. DID NOT MATTER TO US At THAT TIME, •'!..' 

RIGHT AFTER THE CASE MEIER WENT TO WASHINGTON DC To HAVE DIMMER 


WITH JACK aNDSRSQN AMD HIS ASSISTANTS^ DU RING THIS DINNER ANOTHER / 
i AGENTS ENTERED MEIERS ROOM AT THF HARR 7 OTT RPTr-i, OUT FOUND ‘ J 


NOTHING AS HSIER HAD HIS PAPERS WITH HIM. 

IN THE RESTAURANT WE PHOTOGRAPHED MEIER AND ANDERSON AND WERE 

* 

CONVINCED THAT INFORMATION AGAINST THE ADMINISTRATION WAS BEING 
PASSED. THIS HAS CONFIRMED WHEN ANDERSON WROTE STORIES ON DONALD 
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r*Jj:o:*S LATER THAT MONTH, 

ON FEBRUARY I'd I12IER HAS SEEN MEET IMS RAUL SC MR ADS G~ THE 

AU TO WORKERS UHI Hi? AT THE IR H05 IM L A. PRESENT MAS N AHNY EVANS 

MM 0 HAS SC M3 AD 5s .A S3 SSTAtJT AMD 0 SCANS CAMPAIGN h AN AS EH Ftp. MSI EH » 

MS ISM HAD ALSO MET WITH KNOWN LEFTISTS 0? THE UNITED A'JTQ UgBXSP.Sj 

INCLUDING PANCHO NADSANO WHO HELPED HE.2SRS .CAMPAIGN, ALSO CM 
1 » " * n ’ —■ 1 " ■ ■ ^ _ 

THE IS NS IE?.' NET BG5ERT KAK&N O H WtLSSIRS, KAHAM WAS A KfjCHN 
LEFTIST AND HAD COMMUNIS? FRIENDS, HE HC3nSD WHERE HS1SMS IfiFOR* 

'MATI ON MOULD F INALLY LAND# 

FEBRUARY £9 MEIER MAS SEEN AND PHOTOGRAPHED AT THE LA-HJLTOJJ 
WITH HARRY EVANS AND EDWARD KENNED Y* cn ) KB S cGOri E5 FLOOR THERE 
WAS A MEETING OF THE U,A,W t *S:COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAMME, MANY 
MEXICANS WERE THERE INCLUDING THE BROTHER OF CESAR CHAVES, 

MEIER HAS WITH A WOMAN MOST OF THIS TIME AND I ORDERED A 
CHECK, SHE WAS W ANDA RUSSELL A PRIV ATE DETECTIVE EMPLO YED 3Y 
MEIER AMD SHE HAD TOLD THE NH POLICE OF OUR BUGS AND OF CERTAIN 

—---• ~T\-~ 

THREATS To MEIER, » x 

THESE THREATS DID NOT COME FROM US BUT I LEARNED THAT INTER?; 
The HUGHES PECPUE* were INVOLVED. THIS ANNOYED ME AND 1 HADE 
A COMPLAINT TO THE COMPANY. 
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Itj t’fSfw? l HAG 70 LS THAT THE tviuH-rS .S.t:SU? MESH FI3-All 211*5' A 
UtU SUIT crs MEIER '72* GETTING FEES CV.1^ HIS SM.AS7, VSuS LDULD 
BS USES StsaihS THE CANPASSK* I MAS ~CLD ‘72 S5'3?E»A72 57 
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THIS Tins HS SUDS CALLS 'F&C21 PA7PHSN53* 2 FELT MS HAS AlURS GI r US 

Uasa us returned mith win ca aphil i*?, : . 

THE HUSHES PEOPLE, I HAS TOLD, MERE STILL H3«RI£B ABOUT THE 
CAMPAIGN GUT I HAS YHEH TOLD THAT THE IDS UDULu RELEASE A STS?.? 

C8 HEX SR -Ui HA Vo THXS •. ?KEV DID GH .WAY IX SAVIKS THEY HERE 
IHVcSTXGAYZtlC HJS AFFAIRS if] IJcVABA* - 

' 'may - 29 hefollowed heisr andharry evaNs to La a here they uen 

TO THE HUMPHREY CAMPAIGN HQ. AT .132 03 US PHOTOGRAPHED MEIER VIITH 
ROBERT HUMPHREY AT *YHE HQS. SURVEILLANCE MAS RELAXED AFTER JUNE 
6.HK5N MEIER LOST HIS CAf?>AIGN. 

| BY JUNE 25 HE MERE -AWARE THAT ;H51ER HAD BEEN LOST AMD HOT UN 7 
THE 29 HAS I TOLD THAT HE. HAS SQHEHH5R5 IN CANADA * n HE HAD CALLED 
PAUL SCHRAD5 ON C2D2) 554 743.7 AND HAD BEEN HEARD-DISCUSSING THE 

presidential campaign, they also talked of a man.called stah. 


9 . 
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HfXOBS l fly OL VS ME NT III THE BAHAMAS,'/&£ -THE KU3;!S3« C2 A TIES* 
IHTESTcL AGREED TO HELP F2KD MEIER AS THEY HERE ALREADY HEAVILY 

tM*]iH wen 7;; r*.-.:.. \ r* * ?jjEv • trflliMn »i>7?:n -?*.• v>.;~ y »j!*r.vy:“o ■* ?j , c< , » 

| (4 V U 4 « V v>i) u »J W» 4 W/ 4 ij« v i ( • — J • v/ UliJ :*■• * ^4 »‘ .»'. k r ~*4 ~ J-i y 

CM Sc?! 5 155 F8U.NS 7«5AT HS l £?. HAD 7HAVSLc 15 TO NASSAU SITs-i 

dsh&ld Nixon- ja* and his grg7her cm pavian -»S5 cu* sf v:iahi 

HIXGH ja TOOK MEIER TO THE 8 AH AH AS COMMERCIAL BANK IK -THE .8AHAHHAS 
BUT THEY HAD Fl.GHN BY THE TIME I REACHED THERE. 

OCTOBER 16 MEIER AGAIN CALLED PAUL SCHRADE TM- CALIFORNIA»■' 
AND- KHEN ME TALKED TO STAN SHE1N3AUH AT MCGOVERN IS HQ (2i3) 46D 90 


!. CM OCTOBER 31 THE CALL HAS TRACED AND HE KNEW MEIERS MEV! MOHS* 

I • . • ...". - . ; " 

• . TH£ CALL TO MCGOVERN*S HQ WAS TO/INDICATE THAT HEIcR FELT 

; THAT THE CANDIDATE HAD BEEN TOO LENIENT ON RICHARD NIXON DURING ?5i 


CAMPAIGN IN,VIEW OF THE INFORHaTion AVAILABLE to HIM* 

DURING THE YEAR H5IER HAD PASSED STORIES TD NCR HAN PEARLS TIL’D 

OF THE WALL STREET JOURNAL.' IT WAS FELT WE SHOULD FUND ANOTHER 

> 

CONTACT AT THE PAPER TO STOP THIS WRITERS HUGHES/.'!IXON STORIES. 
PEARLSTINO HAS LATER TRANSFERRED TO TOKYO* JAPAN, 

I LEARNED THAT MEIER HAD APPLIED 70 3E AN IMMIGRANT IN CANA 
BUT HAS TOLD 8V INTERTEL THAT THEY COULD BLOCK THIS EASILY, I 


10 . 
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AFTER TW£'.MDVgH35R 7 .ELECT!CM SURVEILLANCE WAS STILL KEPT "'i 
HSiea B'JT AT A LOWER KEY e 

NOVEMBER 29 HE WAS PICKED OUT //PORTION UNREADABLE// DORSCM 
or McWSWEEK. DODSON WAS A BLACK WITH LEFTIST FEEL IKGS AND AMT I-' 
NIKON LEANINGS, THEY LUNCHED AT THE BROWN EER3Y AND DISCUSSED 
THE PRESIDENT AND HJS ADMINISTRATION, 

l HAD ALSO HANDED'TO THE IRS SOME OF YHE FILES'HE TOOK FROH TOM - 
DEN5VED5S OFFICE IN ALBEROUERQUE. INCLUDED WERE MEIERS OWN TAK 
FILES AND LETTERS TO AND FROH POLITICIANS, . j ! 

DURING A MEETING IN EARLY 1973 I W»S TOLD THAT MEIER WAS 
TALKING TO WILLIAM TURNER OF THE SEC ABOUT THE HUGHES'/ATR WEST 
DEAL AND THAT THE PRESIDENT WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT THIS, IT WAS 
CONSIDERED DELICATE. / *• :j 

JANUARY 24 WE FOLLOWED MEIF-R FROH VANCOUVER TO SEATTLE ON FIT 
144 AND HE TOOK THE 12:15 PANAH TO ENGLAND. LONDON, I WAS TOLD 
FROM THE COS (BROUGHT HOME EARLY THIS YEAR) THAT HElcR WAS MAKING 


12 . 


Greenberg/6ray-4234 








BICUiniES ABOUT HUGHES STAY AT THE If!M Or "Hi PA-X. Ti-JlS SEEMED 
TO WORRY INTER TEL MORE THAN US, 

'INTERTEL TOLD NS THAT THEY HAD ARRANGED A MEETI M3 FOR MEIER 
Vimi A NR COWLEY OF VANCOUVERIMMIGRATION ON FED 6 AMQ THAT THIS 
HAS TO BE USED TO SERVE MEIER WITH A UR 17 OUTSIDE THE OFFI CSS, 

BEFORE HIS MEETING WITH COWLEY, MEIER HAS FOLLOWED WITH HIS WIFE 
AND BADY AND THE HUGHES PEOPLE HAD KEN AROUND The AREA TO*' 

TAKE PHOTOGRAPHS c ‘ . 

THE TIMING HAS CHOSEN 9Y INTERTEL TG EHB*ARASS MEIER 
WITH IMHIGRATICNp THIS COULD HAVE COM E BACK 10 US IF THE SENIOR 
IMMIGRATION KEN had RELEASED IT WAS SETUP ‘WITH THE HELP OF A 
FUNDED IMMIGRATION MAM. 803 MORRISON WAS A HELP BUT THERE WAS' 

A PR03LEH WITH HlS DRINKING, 

FEBRUARY 19 1973 MEIER AGAIN WENT TO ENGLAND AND STAYED AT THE 
‘ # 

POTMEN HOTEL .IN LONDON. LITTLE COULD BE DONE 70 ENTER THE ROOM 
BECAUSE OF THE TELEVISION SECURITY HOOKUP AND THE 

I .. . i ■ 

security OFFICER MR. deecon, 

! j 

T J WaS TOLD THAT DEECON DRaNK AT A NEARBY PUBLIC PLACE AMD DURING 
THIS TIME I WAS ABLE TO PUT IN a LISTENING AID. MEIER HAD MEETINGS 
WITH ARABS ABOUT CONSULTING WORK IN THE MIDDLE EAST. 


v 
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M2 •;=? WITH MOTION FILM PEOPLE,-;' ,-A*:?a;i3: 7HeH $'23 $s AND ClK^CSf^Ar-l ' 
KA8QUAN3 AND A SUSIE UTSS, m?cND C?' : J8S2FH N A? 3LIT A?l CAM?* ISvi i 
ADVISER TO HUMPHREY. " • !• 

I WAS TOLD THAT '-MEIER WAS TO VISIT TAHITI m MARCH HJTH-ACT5R 
NASLOM BRANDO, THIS WAS LEARNED AS THE RESULT C7 A TsLSrKCTle CALL 


KARL 

DM B 

RAND 3 3 ‘ 

WITH 

BRA 

udo in L. 

CcAL 
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in 

LA HSIER 

BSVE 

RLY 

WILLS AN 

AND 

HYPE 

RTEMSI ON 

TO T 

AH IT 

I GUT A I 

AND 

BOTH 

DECIDED 

award on 

1 the 27 

BEAL 

ING 

HJ.TH KOO 


HAY 

AND JUN 

AND 

KEPT 

ASKING 

US T 

MAT 

HE HAD ti 

4 

AUGUST 6 1 


IN LA H2JER HAD HSD3CAL TREATMENT WITH A D?., SHAPIRO IN 

BEVERLY-WILLS AND SHAPIRO'RECORDS SHOWED THAT HcJER HAD HIGH BLOOD 

‘ > * ’ 

IT WAS ASSUMED THAT SR WOULD GO FROM LA 

LL TO BRANDO OH ?H£ EVENING OF MARCH 25 

0A INST GOINSe BRANDO' TURNED DOWN HI5 ACADEMY 

D THIS ATTITUDE CONVINCED US THAT HE ISR WAS 

AND LEFTISTS with NO THOUGHT for AMERICA. 

HAY AND JUNE OF 1973 HEJ2R HACE^A'VDJHScR CF VISITS TO ENGLAND! 

i 

:£PT ASKING A30UT HUGHES» LONDON STATION AND INTERTEL TOLD 
!AT HE HAD NO SUCCESS TRYING 70 REACH HUGHES', . j : 

AUGUST 6 1 FLcH TO VANCOUVER WHEN IT WAS DECIDED WITH THE 
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HE HAD 

BEEN V 

I3I7ING 

PT 

RGB 

v J * 

AUGUST 9 

ME St?. 

hade th 

r* 

JOUR 


Rc?‘» 

9 M 

* 


r» 

LA Vi 

n,TC7 
u* i L 



HAN CALLED riQYD HARGAM. HE WAS FOLLOWED A.ND THE LOCAL LAW OFFICE; 
TOLD TO. PREP APS TO BLOCK THE ROAD IF MEIER ATTEMPTED TO LEAVE BEFGT 
VS HERE READV 8 AS MEIER LEFT TWO A&HED OFFICERS ARRESTED 
MEIER, ARRANGEMENTS HAD BEEN HADE FGR A SECRET GRAND 
JURY TO HAND DOWN A TAX CHARGE INDICTHEMT THAT Da¥. 

. MEIER HAS HELD AT'FT R08ERTS JAIL FOR SOME HOURS WHILE 
I DEBATED WITH THE IRS BUT THEY WANTED TO.KBS? HJM THEMSELVES, 

I HAD NOT REALISED THE IRS HAS WORKING. CLOSELY WITH INTERTEL AND 
WAS UNABLE TO LAY HANDS DM MEIER WITHOUT A SHELLV 

MEIER WAS TAKEN TO OTHER JAILS AND AUGUST IS I ARRANGED 
FOR PHOTOGRAPHERS TO BE AT THE JAIL TO WIRE CUT PICTURES OF MEIER 
IN SHACKLES, I KNOW THAT MEIERS LAWYER ROBERT KMYSMAK WAS IN AN¬ 
OTHER COUNTRY AND OUT OF CONTACT, I WAS TOLD THAT JUDGE FOLEY 
IN LAS VEGAS WOULD BE WITH US ALL THE WAY AND THAT 
THE JUDGES BROTHER WAS A LAWYER WITH THE HUGHES GROUP IN VEGAS, 

THE JUDGE SET BAIL AT Sj.00ft000.00, I WAS ANGRY :Q HEAR THAT MEIER 
RAISED THE BAIl AND A.SEATTLE JUDGE RELEASED-HIM WITHOUT BEING'MAD 
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A348£ or oua K6SD3. ' _____ s 35S 7 Aa3 i 

HfilCg HSflT roo titttlHWaAZ***. *** * 

... cf»?u««}B 18 8W3 JSB BOUI-u »“». 

.iG-'T!4 -rOLB THAT rGUf. H»'- ‘ - • 

y-!P05 f03«£« 

,, p^m u;!* gE5?3 ♦ <Aut 1:51 *‘* ’“*■*" 

r;,^ HEl£n s A UKi*u_l«->.0 

r.£UCA~- ,. __ _ -» 5-r* 

I • *- * e f. **) Ir-p* V-»^ 1L.CU * 

SUCK’ VK6 or U AA9 fi-K k~i> ir - t ; 

U»«V£H Ju/i.i „ t ,\,. or-Cfi u»B£R' 

B ,v UWEB .HT9.W Ti!LD TH6 C0U3. ,«*. • 

„ Mrc AfiD-BUGGSD «)B !»:i“ED TKe <,*’/=»*•—• _____ 

SURvul»»~ «- 'jT HW HAVE 8AIa«:3 

»T iin HOT WANl iH»o A%* __*• 

70 /“SUcR OUSS^lONS* *«c •. . „ 

Pf [I sr;t< U* *"“ 

Anna? 7H£ BUGGING 0*- .«*•** *- 

OTHER QUSSTXu?ia *^ Ui •'*- u • 

. r „c o,.M a> 4D roRHSR GOV o GRANT SAU/cRo 

VEGAS SUN MB ...'., T „ = , „«« HE AS COMPANY. W* 

HEXES BETUB8E8 TO HJS HD^ ,<J •«<- ' _ ' 

' . rr n"~E CLjrrOSD. JACK .AMDESSOrlb — ■»>=> *• 

FOLLOWIn« Da/ V- - . ^ 5Tc sie5 CONING GUT 

AT VANCOUVER AIRPORT.. IT LATER SHOWS 

that heiss »« ™- K6D wout Pf -' ar|rS ' ' AOHIMTSTamOd. 

VUE PRESIDENT» «« BEST AHD OTBcR , . «■ ’ ■ .^^ ^ ^ ^ 

. v. t n ** H Cl co UAS t D Give t* » L> c " 

%M nrTORER I NAS TOLD rHAi.HEX-R 

. r s It COKHVTTE ON T*. PRMli*-t,-AL-CAHPAO* -T^mES. ,. 

^ . FlEVJ b v UNITED to CHICAGO AMD THEM TO UASRlNo.ON 

OCTOBER « He TUB., -1 . roaD WJB „ KK W « 

BC NA-MONAU AIRPORT* * ^ ..CT^ ^ m + • 

ROCNOBOATTHENAVrAJRHO.EU. TH*- ! 

1 ! o. 
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HUSHES, IttTERT£L TG3X CVS?? TMTS 0 

AT THIS TShS l RA5 told BY XM7eBT£L AND JACK C&&KA3 that a 
SSUCS HC2MNESHAS IN REGULAR TOUCH . HJTH MEIER' X?i VANCOUVER A«EA, 

X TRIED TO RECRUIT MKH BUT HE SSSHSB UQ7 TO UNDERSTAND.' CD THE 
SUGAR HAS;HOT.'ENOUGH# LATER .'A/COLLEAGUE* A3897T •FORMERLY . ■; 

A3BAS, HAS - TO TRY AMD I D3 MOT KH0« THE RESULT« 

OH NOVEMBER 27 A STORY CAMS GUT S?i CANADA ABOUT IRS OPERATIONS 
THERE AND I HAS ANNOYED AND COMPLAINED AS I HAS NOT HAPPY KCKXIKS 
WXTH IH7ERTEL AND THE IRS MHOUSDS BOTH CLUMSY AND COULD ; ‘ 

BLO'd us up. ■[>’". 

DECEMBER 9 I AGAIN ENTERED CANADA*AND THIS DAY HEXES MET 

CANADIAN H? JOHN REYNOLDS AT HIS OFFICE. AT 2139 HS1ER HET TOM 

. \ ■ ■ . ; • ! 

PETTIT GF M3C AT THE AIRPORT, 

DECEMBER 9 PETTIT AND H5IER MET ALL DAY* I COULD NOT CLOSE 
BECAUSE I HAD BEEN IN PETTITS COMPANY BEFORE AND HE HAY HAVE NOTICED 
HE. I DIDN'T MOT HANT TO CALL ON INTERTEL FOR HELP. 

HEIER HAD A HOUSE GUEST FROH DECEMBER 23 THRU 29. SHE HAS 
HARJEL DELAUER WHOSE HGUSS WE HAD ENTERED IN ARIZONA WHEN SHE 
HAS WRITING ABOUT HUGHES IN NOVEL TYPE. il 

JANUARY 3 IN 1974 MEIER LEFT FOR LONDCN ENGLAND AND I HAS TOLD 
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PROM THERE THAT HE STAYED AT THE HOME OF SARAH CHUCHILL, WINSTON 

'X • : 

cwurchills daughter, shs was in ij gw York sur jack cp.ohar told me 

that HSIER WAS WITH a R033Y R08SRT50N WHEN Hr HAD.* MET. 

the year before, 

J WAS TOLD THAT ROBERTSON Vi A 3 A WRITER AMD WORKED UNDER OTHER 
NAMES SO LITTLE WAS KNOWN Of HIM, THERE APPEARED 70 BE A BLOCK 
ON OFFICIAL FACTS ON HIM BUT HE WAS A MEMBER OF A LONDON CLU3 AND 
ENTERTAINED AT THE STORK ROOM, EVEN HERS THERE WAS MG ONE TO 
TALK AMD THEN MOTH IMS WAS KNOWN EXCEPT HE SEEMED 70 HAVE. 

a private sank abroad, it was known that he had contacts with the 

DETECTIVE DIVISION OF SCOTLAND YARD BECAUSE ViS HAD OUR OWN CONTACTS 
THERE, MIS DESCRIPTION HAS AVERAGE EVERTHIMG AND THEJ?»t WERE NO 
PHOTOGRAPHS, ‘ • - 

MEIER AMD ROBERTS ON TRAVELED TO EUROPE UNTIL JANUARY U_ 

WS-lEN MEIER LEFT ON FLT AC 353 FOR VANCOUVER, 

ON JANUARY 2 A MEIER PICKED U? BRUCE MCINUS3 JM A SUBURB OF 
VANCOUVER AND THEY WENT TO NANAIMO i$LA}?8 Tq NEET ToM DOUGLAS 
OF. THE NO? PARTY, DOUGLAS WE FOUND TO- 35 A SOCIALIST WITH A 
DAUGHTER LIVING INC AL I r OR fi I A viH 0 HAS ALSO LEFTIST. 

MEjF:R WAS AGMM IN LONDON E* GLAND FROM JANUARY 31 To FESRUAR’sl 
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SUPPOSED. DEATH OFHUGHES AHD UAS“ANTX-3SX3?t. 

HARCH 2 HEIER AND RS3ER73CN DROVE TO SEATTLE AND WERE FOLLOWED 

iri cars, they then went on the 852 flt for 5ah francisco where 

THEY HET NANCY EVAfS •. 9S - USRE UNABLE TO GET 

A CLEAR PICTURE GF RC3ESY59M KH{) ALWAYS AWARE OF SURVfilLLANCE. 

March 4 - the thc hen- fleh to burb^nk and the following - 

DAY MEIER HAS SEEN, AT THE COURTHOUSE WHERE THE HAHEU TRIAL HAS 
HAS TAKING PLACE» INTER!EL TOLD HE THEY FOLLOWED HclER BUT 
LOST HIM AND COULD HOT KEEP HIM IN SIGHT. 


TRACE HAS LOST UNTIL MARCH 7 WHEN HEIER Ha$ SPOTTED IN 














• f 



BU7 HHSM H6 US FT FOB CANADA NEXT DAY ROBERTSON WAS WITH HlH a 

MARCH 13 JACK CREHAR SAW MSISR At MEIERS HOUSE IM CANADA» 

Hu F£U7 TO CAUL THE HUGHES PEOPLE TO TELL THEM TO KEEP CREHAR 
OUT AS I HAS MOT HAPPY HE HAS AWARE.Of OUR AIMS, • 

3 BECAME UNEASY AT THE EVENTS AT OUR MEETING WHEN He THOUGHT 
HOII TO. STOP THE POSSIBILITY 'OFINVOLVED INFORMATION COMING CUT 

V * 

FROM HESS* G^OBERTSOM, IT MAS GETTING SERIOUS 7C THE ADMIN- 

■ \ : ' 

ISTRATftSJ ANipTKE HUGHES GROUP a IT HAS SUGGESTED 
. / ■: . - 
THAT RO^SRTS^I SHOULD BE REMOVED f^Or) THE PICTURE ABSOLUTELY A HD 

MEIER £3ULD>S£Y ‘THE MESSAGE BECAUSE Us HAS MARRIED AMD HAD CHI LB HI 

TMS H/}vT6R iTAS NOT DROPPED BUT THERE-HAS WORRY ABOUT THE BRITISH 

ATTITUDE IF ROBERTSON HAD STORED ANY BATA IM ENGLAND OR EUROPE 

Cfl JP’tiS IF.H WOULD NOT ACCEPT THE MESSAGE» THERE WAS ' DISCORD 

WITH THE IRSj JNTERTEL AN OURSELVES, ALL WANTED TO SB CHIEFS 

And l WAS NERVOUS OF THE INTERTEL MAN IN TORONTOj MILL. WHO 

HAD MISSED ROBERTSON THERE WHS?! HE HAD SEEN CHASING AROUND THE 

BAHAMAS AND MIAMI, HE WAS TOO LOUD AMD J MADE T00 MANY SLIPS 

FOR SAFETY, 

1 AK50 70 BE PUT ELSEWHERE AND WAS PUT ONTO HUGH HEFFNER FOR 

j • 

n 71 *c ;i 


It. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on thi 


is J-lAfc 


ay of 


1977/ I have served a copy of the foregoing Affidavit 


by hand-delivery to: 


William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 
2005 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 2,0036 


and by mailing, postage prepaid, to: 


Joseph Borkin, Esquire 
; 1156 15th Street, N.W. ‘ 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 
120 Linden Avenue 
i Long Beach, California 90801 

\ ' ' . ■ ‘ ' ■ ■ . . ; 

William A. Synder, Jr., Esquire 
Thomas W. Coons, Esquire 
Ober, Grimes & Shriver 
1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esquire 
Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esquire 
Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esquire 
Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C.20006 

John J. Wilson, Esquire 
Frank H. Strickler, Esquire 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C.20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esquire 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

G. Gordon Liddy 
25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

John D. Ehrlichman 
P.O. Box H7994 . 

Safford, Arizona 85546 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Charles A. McNelis, Esquire 
Welch & Morgan . ' 

300 Farragut Building 
900 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES. DISTRICT COURT • 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

"JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

• ) 

Plaintiff, ) '■ 

' ■ . ) • 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) : 

RICHARD M. NIXON, ct ai., ) • 

) ■' ' • 

Defendants. ) ' 

DEFENDANT CLARENCE M. KELLEY’S RESPONSE 
TO PLAINTIFF’S DOCUMENT REQUESTS 

SPECIFIED IN THE COURT'S ORDER OF 1 . 

_ APRIL 27, 1977 ! 

Defendant Clarence M. Kelley, Director, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, by his undersigned attorneys, hereby makes 
the following response to' plaintiff's document requests 
specified in the Court’s Pretrial Notice and Order of April 
27, 1977. Inasmuch as Defendant Kelley objects to these 

. i 

requests for production of documents insofar as they seek 
information for time periods other than the period July 1, 

1969 through December 31, 1974, these responses are limited 
to such time period. • J 

REQUEST NO, 1 : Records which are a record of, relate 
to or reflect any of the information described in Inter¬ 
rogatory 1.0-1.18, served this day. 

RESPONSE NO. 1 : Defendant is, after a search of the 
files of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, not aware of 
any such document within the possession, custody, and control 
of the Bureau, except as specified below.: ; 

REQUESTS NO. 1.8 and 1.11 : Administration of Drugs to 
Plaintiff: |; 

RESPONSE NO. 1.8 and 1.11 : Attached at Tab A are documents 
which reflect a canvassing by the Federal Bureau of Investiga¬ 
tion of certain of its informants in the Miami, Florida area 
concerning the possible existence of a plot to assassinate or 

’ ' ' - ■ ' 1 ■ 1 * i. 

' • • ' I , 

‘ ' '■ . / 
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administer drugs to plaintiff. Deletions have been made 
from these documents of informants' symbol numbers and other 
information which does not relate to the subject matter of 
this action or to plaintiff in any way, including the names 
of FBI agents participating in this canvassing of informants. 

REQUEST NO♦ 1.10 : Electronic eavesdropping on any 
telephone which resulted in the overhearing of any con¬ 
versation in which plaintiff 

• « 

(a) was a participant. • 

RESPONSE NO. 1.10(a) ; Attached at Tab B are documents 
relating to the wiretap on Navy Yeoman Charles Edward Radford 
III, referred to in paragraph 10 of the complaint. As the 
attached documents reflect, plaintiff was' apparently over¬ 
heard very briefly in connection with two telephone calls 
originating from Mr. Radford's residence. The documents 
attached are limited to the documents pertinent to the two 
telephone conversations involving plaintiff which were 
overheard, including documents pertinent to the establishment 
of the wiretap'and the distribution of summaries of plaintiff 
conversations which were overheard. Deletions of information 
not pertinent to the overhearing of plaintiff’s conversations 
have been made from such documents. Defendant objects to 
this request insofar as it seeks documents regarding the 
Radford wiretap in addition to those provided herewith on 
the ground that any such documents are not relevant to the 
subject matter of this action and not reasonably calculated 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and would 
unduly infringe upon the privacy of individuals who are not 
parties to this action: 

- 2 - 
i 
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The FDI also has in its possession documents which may 
relate to the overhearing of one of plaintiff's telephone 
conversations in connection with a wiretap of telephones other 
than those of plaintiff. Defendant Kelley objects to the 
production of these documents on the ground that such documents 
are classified pursuant to Executive Order 11652, that such 
documents^are precluded from discovery by 50 U.S.C. §403(d)(3)' 
and 403(g) since its production would disclose intelligence 
sources and methods, that such document is privileged since 
its disclosure would injure the national security, and that 
disclosure is contrary to the public interest. 

(b) was mentioned; 

RESPONSE NO. 1.10(b) : Defendant objects to this request 
on the ground that it seeks information which is not relevant 
to the subject matter of this action and is not reasonably 
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, 
on the ground that the disclosure of any such information 
would unduly infringe upon the privacy of individuals who 
are not parties to this action, and on the ground that a 
preparation of a response to this request would be unduly 
burdensome and oppressive. 

REQUEST NO. 1.12 : Physical surveillance of plaintiff, 
of any associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's 
home or office, or of any other building on premises occupied 
by plaintiff. 

* RESPONSE NO. ,1.12 : Attached as Tab C are documents 
which relate to what may be considered to be a surveillance 
of an associate of plaintiff who was observed examining the 
contents of former FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover's garbage. 

The Bureau also located a document which may relate to a 
surveillance of plaintiff. - Such document was referred to 
the CIA and is being produced by them this date. 

' 0 

' / - 3 - 
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REQUEST NO. 15 : Records of investigation, surveillance 
burglary, wiretapping and any other interference with, 
reports on and proposals to deal with plaintiff carried out, 
proposed or attempted to be carried out or suggested or 
communicated to the "White House Plumbers," including de¬ 
fendants John Ehrlichman, Egil Krogh, David Young, E. Howard 
Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy. \ 

RESPONSE NO. 15 : Defendant is, after a search of the 
files of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, not aware of 
any such document within the possession, custody and control 
of the Federal Bureau of. Investigation. i 

REQUEST NO. 16 ; Records of any wiretaps, proposed 
wiretaps or attempted wiretaps of plaintiff's home or office 
not otherwise specified above. 

RESPONSE NO. 16 : Defendant incorporates herein by 
reference Response No. 15, supra . j 

REQUEST NO. 17 : Records of any proposals, suggestions 

. i 

or attempts to do physical harm to plaintiff by poison. ■ 

• . . . . ■ . \ * ■ ! 

RESPONSE NO. 17 : Defendant incorporates herein by 

reference Response No. 15, supra . j 

Respectfully submitted, 

• , r * * • 

■ BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK “ 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 

DAVID J. ANDERSON 


- 4 - 
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ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN ~ “ 

/ 

JOHN F. BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Attorneys for Defendant Kelley 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this d ay of____ 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Defendant 
Clarence M. Kelley's Response to Plaintiff's Document 
Requests Specified in the Court's Order of April 27, 1977, 
by hand-delivery to: 

• ’ 

• • - . \ 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

and by mailing, postage prepaid, to: 


Joseph Borkin, Esquire 
1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Synder, Jr., Esquire 
Thomas W. Coons, Esquire 
Ober, Grimes & Shriver 
1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esquire \ 
Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esquire 
Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Law.rence Schwartz, Esquire 
Stiller; Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esquire 
Frank H. Strickler, Esquire 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Athencura Pi’css 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr. , Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esquire 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

G. Gordon Liddy 
25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06J810 

John D. Ehrlichman 

P.O. Box H7994 

Safford, Arizona 85546 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Charles A. McNelis, Esquire 
Welch & Morgan 
300 Farragut Building 
900 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 . 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, > 

1 ) . * 

I ' Plaintiff, ) 

| : ■ ) , 

I v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

I . • : '' ) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, etal., } , 

. : •- . • > ■ ' ; - ' i : 

j Defendants. ) 

i ■ ’■ 

.1 ' . ■ ■ ' ' ■ :■ •• V ' • . 

I ANSVJERS AND OBJECTION? OF DEFENDANT 

•j. CLARENCE M. KELLEY TO FIRST INTERROGATORIES 

. TO DEFENDANTS SPECIFIED IN THE COURT’S ORDER 

__ OF APRIL 27, 1977 

William F. Shubatt, Special Agent, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, hereby answers and/or objects to those of 
plaintiff's First Interrogatories to Defendants identified 
in the Court's Order of April 27, 1977 on behalf of defendant 
Clarence M. Kelley, Director/Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
Defendant Kelley's answers are based on a search by numerous 
FBI personnel under Mr. Shubatt's supervision Of those Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) files which it was reasonably 
expected could contain the information requested. The 

'answers contained herein refer to the time period commencing 

i ' ' • ■' . 

with July 1, 1969 and ending with December 31, 1974, the time 
period encompassed by the complaint in this action. Defendant 
Kelley objects to answering the interrogatories with respect 
to any time periods other than this period on the grounds 
that such information is not relevant to the subject matter 
of this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence and that a further 
response to 'these interrogatories would be unduly burdensome 
.and oppressive. 


t ; 

/ • '' ' • . 
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• # . • i ' 

QUESTION 1.0 : Do you, or does the agency under your 
supervision, possess any information respecting any of the 
matters listed in this Interrogatory 1.0, parts 1.1-1.18, 

(a) where (v/here pertinent) such matters were consummated or 
only were attempted, comtemplated or discussed, and (b) 
whether or not there was any involvement or potential in- 
volvemeht of your agency: 

GENERAL OBJECTION : Defendant objects to this inter¬ 
rogatory insofar as it seeks information regarding matters 
which were not either consummated or attempted on the follow¬ 
ing grounds: (1) this interrogatory seeks to probe the 
mental processes of employees and officials of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; such information is irrelevant and 
privileged under well-established principles of governmental 
privilege; (2) this interrogatory seeks the disclosure of 
the deliberative processes of employees and officials of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and is therefore irrelevant 
and privileged. See 5 U.S.C. §552 (b)(5); and (3) the 
information sought by this interrogatory is not relevant to 
the subject matter of this action and not reasonably calculated 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

QUESTION 1.3 : Wiretapping of any telephone of plaintiff. 

ANSWER : No. 

QUESTION 1.5 : Electronic Surveillance (bugging) of 
plaintiff. 

ANSWER : No. 

QUESTION 1.6 : Transmission or delivery of false in¬ 
formation to plaintiff. 

ANSWER: No. 

- 2 - 
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QUESTION 

1.8: 

Administration of drugs to 

plaintiff. 

ANSWER: 

Yes. 

1 ' f 

. 

QUESTION 

1.9: 

Electronic eavesdropping on plaintiff. 

ANSWER: 

No. 


i' 

QUESTION 

1.10: 

Electronic eavesdropping 

on any tele- 


phone which resulted in the overhearing of any conversation 
in which plaintiff. ‘ 

j (a) was a participant, or 

j • 1 ■ ’ . ■ • ■ ., 

| ANSWER: (a) Yes. .* 

i •• : • '• • , • ■ ‘.' 

(b) was mentioned; 

( • ' . . - ' • • • • • . _ ' . • ■ ' 

OBJECTION: (b) Defendant objects to this interroga¬ 

tory on the ground that it seeks information which is not 

relevant to the subject matter of this action and not rea- 
\ ‘ - . 
sonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence and would unduly infringe upon the privacy of 
individuals who are not parties to this action, and on the 
further ground that the preparation of an answer to this 
interrogatory would be unduly burdensome and oppressive. 

In addition, because the FBI since 1969 has not indexed 
\ its files by names mentioned in overheard telephone conversa¬ 
tions, a complete answer to this interrogatory would be 
ivirtually impossible. 

QUESTION 1.11 : Infliction of physical harm or plaintiff 

j .. 1 

ANSWER : Yes. 

QUESTION 1.12 : Physical surveillance of plaintiff, of 

** ! i 

, any associates or relatives of plaintiff, plaintiff's home 
or office, or of any other building on premises occupied by 
plaintiff. 

ANSWER: Yes. 

QUESTION 2.0 : If the answer to any part of Interroga¬ 
tory 1.0 is affirmative, state with respect to such matter: 

I ' ' 

■ ?; ■. - 3- 
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QUESTION 2.2 : The name, home and business address, and 
home and business telephone numbers, of every individual 
possessing information with respect to the item, with a 
summary of the information the individual possesses. 

ANSWER AND OBJECTION : Defendant objects to InterrogaLory 
2.2, insofar as it seeks information in addition to that 
provided in Defendant Kelley's Response to Plaintiff's First 
Request for Production of Documents filed herewith. The 
grounds for this objection is that names of individuals who 
are familiar with the matters referred to in the foregoing ! 
answers are identified in documents produced to plaintiff in 
the accompanying response to plaintiff's request for production 
of documents. In light of the availability of this informa¬ 
tion to plaintiff, it would be unduly burdensome to attempt 
to compile a list of all employees who, as a part of their 
official duties, may have some knowledge of the information 
referred to in the above answers and to detail for plaintiff 
the nature of their knowledge. Defendant further objects to 
the production of the home addresses and home telephone 
numbers of any FBI employee as the disclosure of this information 
would violate the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. §552a, as amended, 
and regulations appearing at 31 C.F.R. §1.24 and 5 C.F.R. 
§294.702, promulgated pursuant thereto. ; 

As to the answers herein: j ; 

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing 
answers are to the best of my knowledge true and correct. 


WILLIAM F. SHOBATT 
. ' Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Executed on . 


- 4 - 
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Respectfully submitted, 


As to the objections herein: 


BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
Assistant Attorney General 


« ■ 

EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. -ERAN2INGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Telephone: (202)739-3385 

Attorneys for defendant Kelley. 


- 5 - 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 


day of 


1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answers and 

Objections of Defendant Clarence M. Kelley to First 1 
| ' ■ •• ■ / • 

Interrogatories to Defendants Specified in the Court's 

Order of April 27, 1977, by hand-delivery to: / 

| William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

S. 2005 L Street, N.W. 

] Washington, D.C. 20036 

and by mailing, postage prepaid, to: 


Joseph Borkin, Esquire 
1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & BaerwUtz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Synder, Jr., Esquire 
Thomas W. Coons, Esquire 
Ober, Grimes & Shriver 
1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esquire \ 
Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esquire 
Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
1 Suite 500 
j 2555 M Street, N.W. 

; Washington, D.C. 20037 

j Lawrence Schwartz, Esquire 
I Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
j1725 K. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esquire 
Frank H. Strickler, Esquire 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 151 h Street, N. W. . £ 

i Washi-ngton, DvC.'^20005 


t ~~Jg5 Stuart Magruder 
; c/o Athcneuin Press 

^ New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esquire 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
"n Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

G. Gordon Liddy 
25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

John D. Ehrlichman 

P.O. Box H7994 

Safford, Arizona 85546 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 

Los Angeles, California 90004 \ 

Charles.A. McNelis, Esquire 

Welch & Morgan 

300 Farragut Building . . • 

900 17th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Civil Action No. 76-1794 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 


Defendants. 


SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE OF THE DEFENDANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST INTERROGATORIES 
AND FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Robert J. Franzinger, an Attorney in the Civil Division, 
Department of Justice, hereby supplements the answers of the 
Attorney General of the United States to plaintiff’s first 
interrogatories, pursuant to Rule.33 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure. In addition, by this document, Griffin 
Bell, Attorney General of the United States, by his under¬ 
signed attorneys, hereby makes the following supplemental 
response to plaintiff's First Request for Production of i : 

• • " . . j ■ ii 

Documents addressed to him. ^ -j • j; 

. ■ \ • ‘ .'i 

In a document captioned 7\nswers and Objections of the 

Attorney General of the United States to First Interrogatories 

to Defendants, the Attorney General of the United States re- 

sponded to a portion of plaintiff's interrogatories as 

follows: ; 

QUESTION 1.0 : Do you, or does the agency under your 

supervision, possess any information respecting any of the 

. * ' 

matters listed in this Interrogatory l.Q, parts 1.1-1.18, 

(a)whether (where pertinent) such matters vere consummated 
or only were attempted, contemplated or discussed, and (b) 
whether or not there was any involvement or potential involve¬ 
ment of your agency. 
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• QUESTION 1.1 : Electronic eavesdropping on any telephone 
which resulted in the overhearing of any.conversation in 
which plaintiff (a) was a participant. 

ANSWER: (a)yes. 

This affirmative response was based solely upon informat 

obtained by the Department of Justice attorneys to whom this 

case has been assigned, in the course of their preparation 

of the defense of this action. The information was obtained 

solely as result of a review of documents in the possession 

of the Federal Bureau of Investigtion. The substance of 

this information and the documents pertinent thereto are 

provided to plaintiff in the responses of the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation served herewith. Insofar as the Federal 

*• 

Bureau of Investigation objects to plaintiff's interrogatory 
and request for production of documents in this regard> the 
Attorney General joins in that objection and objects on the 
addition ground of the attorney-client privilege. 

As to the answers herein: 

In addition, the defendant Attorney General indicated 
in his interrogatory answers and response to plaintiff's 
requests for production of documents the existence of in¬ 
vestigative files of the Watergate Special Prosecution 
Force (WSPF) relating to the Radofrd investigation and to 
discussions of administration of drugs to plaintiff. The 
"Radford" file contains only one document which pertains 
to the overhearing of plaintiff's conversations and that 
document is being produced by the Federal Bureau of In¬ 
vestigation on this date. Production of the other documents 
contained in the file has been objected to. The WSPF file 
concerning discussions about administration of drugs to 
^pla^nti^^^ont a in s ^ no information concerning participation- 













by any federal agency defendant in the matter inquired about. 
Defendant has also objected to the production of this file. 

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing 

> • 

answers are to the best of my knowledge true and correct. 


' !'• ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

Attorney, Department of Justice 

Executed on 


As to the objections of plaintiff’ 1 s interrogatories and as to 
the response to plaintiff's requests -for production of documents 
herein: 

r Respectfully submitted. 


BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
United States Attorney 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


SANDRA, M. SCHRAI BI-IAN 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
Attorneys for Defendants 
10th & Constitution Aye., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Telephone: 739-3385 
739-3350 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 


day of 


1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Supplemental 
Response of the Defendant Attorney General to Plaintiff' 
First Interrogatories and First Request for Production 

of -Documents, by hand-delivery to: 

1 . . 1 ' ■ ' \ ■ 

William A. Dobrovir, Esquire 
2005 L. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

and by mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

• Joseph Borkin, Esquire 
1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis . 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

' . . * ' • ■' ■■/■■■■.■ . " | i ' ’ 

William A. Synder, Jr. , Esquire ■]' 

Thomas W. Coons, Esquire , i 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver j; 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

• Baltimore, Maryland 21202 jj 

' ' .■ , - I ■ 

Plato Cacheris, Esquire 

• Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. -V . •;{ 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 . j 

Stan Mortenson, Esquire j 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin j 

Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. | j . ; 

Washington, D.C. 20037 ir 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esquire » 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K. Street, N.W. . 

* . Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esquire 
Frank H. Strickler, Esquire 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 

' -.• 815 15th Street, -N.W. ..... _..., .. 

VJashington, D.C. 20005 

.Jeb Stuart Magruder 
. . — c/o Atheneum Press - 

122 East 42nd Street 
' w 'New. York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esquire 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

G. Gordon Liddy 
25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

John D. Ehrlichman 
P.O. Box H7994 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Charles A. McNelis, Esquire 
Welch & Morgan 
300 Farragut Building . . 

900 17th Street, N.W. > 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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OPTIONAL FO^NO. IO 
JULY 1®73 EDITION 
GSA FPMR ( 4 r CFR) 101.11 

UNITED STATES 1 


^vIIn 


NMENT 


i ♦ 


Memorandum 


date: 6/10/77 


10 • DIRECTOR, FBI DATE: 

pAT©?£^l.egal Counsel Divi s ion 
FROM : SAC, WFO (£2*m3968) (P) ^ 

/p/^yA J2itJc finrd-h'rmA. Andessons 

subject: JACK ANDERgO^, n fl O/ 

^flbi RICHARD^IXONi» al. v 


CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 76-1794 


w 


. ... As ,/d~ 

Remyairtel, dated 5/27/77. 




Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 6/10/77. The 
following pertinent docket entries were noted: 

6/1/77 - Motion by plaintiff to compel defendant 
KELLY to answer interrogatories and 
request for production pursuant to 
court order of 5/27. 

6/8/77 - Motion by plaintiff to compel production 
of documents by defendant Attorney 
General. 



WFO will follow captioned matter in USDCDC. 

7 ... 


\if ( 2.)- Bur 1 
W V "'I - WFO 
Mt JEDimkg 


Bureau 



St Z“ . * « 


13 1977 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 

Assistant Director - Legal Counsel 
y Federal Bureau of Investigation 

& 

JACK N. ANDERSON V. 

RICHARD M. NIKON, et al. 

(U.S.D.C., D.C,) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 


June 20, 1977 

.1 - Mr. De cker _ 

Attn: | | 

1 - Mr. Le avitt _ 

Attn: [ 

1 - Mr. Fe nl - - 

Attn: I I 

1 - Mr. Mintz 
1 - Civil Litigation 


= - ~ w—--- Tn ubderal government 

Reference/is made to my previous communication 
dated June 16,1977, your file reference BAB:RJFranzinger:gma 
95-16-4179 and the telephone conversation on June 14, 1977, 

between Hrs. Sandra Schraibman, Attorney, Civil D ivision. _ 

Departmen t of Justice (DOJ) and Special Agent (SAj " 

I h » here in Mrs. Schraibman requested that documents 

relating to plaintiff having been overheard on a national 
security electronic surveillance installation be provided 
to the DOJ for presentation to the Privilege Committee of 
the Civil Division and for preparation of an appropriate 
affidavit by the Attorney General. 

Accordingly, enclosed are two copies of a 
description of the national security electronic surveillance 
Installation on which plaintiff was overheard and the attach¬ 
ments thereto relating to Attorney General authorization and 
the overheard conversation, marked exhibits ’’A” and ”B" 
respectively. These documents set forth the basis for 
claiming the privilege in a fora suitable for consideration 
by the committee and for your use in preparing the affidavit. 

It is recommended that a claim of privilege be 
v formally asserted in the United States District Court for 

\ this overheard conversation, that this matter be presented 
to the Privilege Committee of the Civil Division for 
approval of such a privilege and that an appropriate 

As,oi.Di,._affidavit by the Attorney General be prepared for presen- & 

to. th© Court. ©m „ / •-> , „ ^ ^ 

«£&'— t aEGjlUZ^W') -T? 


Fin. & Pers. -_ 

I dent.'C_ 

Intel 1. ^ ^ ^ 

& Inlp. __ 

Rec. Mgnt. - 

Spec. Inv, -- 

Tech. Servs. —.— 
Training- 


—Enclosures <8> 

^IZ^RLH: p.ls-jQ^ 3 

TiTnf .(8) 


SEE NOTE - PAGE 


Public Affs. OR_ I M ( 

Telephone Rm. _1 . \ 

Director's Sec'y _ . ' MAI 


; > MAIL ROOM L3 

JUL 1 31977 


TELETYPE UNIT □ 


S£pg|T mmXgfik ATTACH^ 

rff % tjf.CSlA^O 
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Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 


NOTE: On May 27, 1977, Defendant Clarence M. Kelley's 
Responses to Plaintiff's Document Requests Specified in 
the Court's Order of April 27, 1977, was filed. In that 
document defendant Kelley responded that the FBI was in 
possession of documents relating to plaintiff having been 
overheard on a national security electronic surveillance 
installation but objected to producing that documentation 
based on a claim of privilege. On 6/14/77 Department Attorney 
Schraibman advised plaintiff had filed a motion to compel 
defendant Kelley to produce the documents relating to this 
elsur. Schraibman requested that documents be provided to 
DOJ for presentation to the Privilege Committee of the 
Civil Division and for preparation of an affidavit by the 
Attorney General. This communication transmits to the DOJ 
the reque sted docu mentation. This information was provided 


LCD by SA 


Washington Field Office. 


Special Projects Review Unit, and 


b6 

b 7 C 



APPRQVEDl 


- 

CiF.— 

Bap, 

Pep. m Inv.- 


M. Sar/.— 
m. Uw.—- 
i. & Parsi- 






Legs? C®u»j 
& 6 
Rsc. Bflgnt. 

— 

Tseti* S©rvs 
Train to 



- 2 - 
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NO, 



CHANGED TO 


jqi-ql- 
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Assoc. Dir._ 
Dep. AD 
* * Dep. AD 
. Asst*. Dir.:— 
A 6\n. £:-r 


Fin. <% I'o: 

' Wont_ 

Intel i. 

Lchorc: \r 


William A. dobrovir / andraN. Oakes / Joseph d. Gebhardt / David l. scu$*;;; r* 


2005 L Street, N.W. 


Washington, D. C. 20036 


(202) 785-8919 


June 22, 1977 


. Eec. !.I 
Spec. ! -v.. 
Tech. Gs-f/ 

Training_ 

j Public Alls. 

( Telephone II 
' Director's Se 


Clarence M. Kelley, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Claim for Damages in Tort under 

28 U.S.C. SS 1346 (b) and 2401(b) 

Dear Mr. Kelley: 

•We represent Jack Anderson, who resides at 7300 Burdette 
Court, Bethesda, Maryland 20034. Mr. Anderson, is a newspaper and 
;; radio reporter and columnist. 

We have learned, by reason of discovery in a civil action, 
j Anderson v. Nixon, et al. (D.D.C.), C.A. No. 76-1794, that Mr. 

; Anderson's and Mrs. Anderson’s conversations were overheard on an 
{ unlawful wiretap placed by FBI agents on the telephones of Charles 
; E. Radford and of William Frank Morgan. The wiretap was aimed at 
; Mr. Anderson, who had reported information which Mr. Radford was 
t suspected of leaking to Mr. Anderson. 

This wiretap was unlawful in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2511 
et seg ., and the Constitution. United States v. U nited States 
District Court , 407 U.S. 297 (1972); Zweibon v. Mitchell , 170 U.S. 

Appo D.C. 1, 516 F»2d 594 (1975), cert . denied , _U.S. _, 96 

S. Ct. 1685 (1976). It was further unlawful in that established 

procedures, i.e., a written authorization by the Attorney General, 
were not followed. Since the tap was unlawful, it was "wrongful" 
within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 1346(b). 

The wiretap, overhearing, recording and transmission of Mr. 
and Mrs. Anderson's conversations are actionable under 18 U.S.C. 

§ 2520 and at common law as an invasion of privacy and violation 
j of First, Fourth and Fifth Amendment rights. Bivens v. Six Un- 
,1 known Named Agents , 403 U.S. 388 .(1970); Berlin Democratic Club . 
a v. Rumsfeld , 410 F. Supp. 144 (D.D.C. 1976); Halperin v. Kissinger , 

J C.A, No. 1187-73 (D.D.C. 1976). 

Since these acts are actionable against private persons, they 
are actionable against the UnitecLStates under 28 U.S.C. § 1346(b). 

lx- in S3 -9% 








Clarence M. Kelley 
June 22, 1977 
Page Two 


Mr. and Mrs. Anderson claim money damages of $100.00 per day each 
under 18 U.S.C. § 2520, and of one million dollars for invasion 
of privacy and violation of constitutional rights. 

This notice is provided pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2401(b). The 
cause of action accrued less than two years before the date of 
this letter; Mr. Anderson learned that his conversations were over¬ 
heard only by reason of discovery in Anderson v. Nixon, et al. sub¬ 
sequent to January 1, 1977. Prior to that time, the FBI and others 
involved had fraudulently concealed the facts. 

Sincerely yours. 


William A. Dobrovir 

WAD:crk 

cc: Jack Anderson 
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WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR / ANDRA N. OAKES / JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT / DAVID L. SCULL 
2005 L Street, N.W. Washington, D. C. 20036 (202)785-8919 

June 27, 1977 

Clarence M. Kelley, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Claim for Damages in Tort under 28 U.S.C. 

SS .1346(b), 2401(b) and 2675 _ 

Dear Mr. Kelley: 

In supplementation of my letter of June 22, 1977, Mr. .... .. 
Anderson's claim is filed pursuant also to 28 U.S.C. § 2675. 

Furthermore, if there are any additional requirements of 
your agency for perfection of this claim, please advise me 
promptly so that we may fulfill them. 

Sincerely yours, 

'/M/ . 

William A. Bobiovir 

WAD:crk 

cc: Jack Anderson 










21CB1IVVV 


Greenbefg/iay-4274 


#1 


m 

&*** 

xs 

\s 


Mr. william A* Dobrovir 
2005 L Street N.W. 

Washington, D* C* 20036 

Dear Mr. Dobrovir: 

This will acknowledge receipt of your letters 
dated June 22, 1977, and June 27, 1977, 
electronic surveillances conducted in X97l~l972 on 
telephones subscribed to by Charles E* Radford and 
William F* Morgan which resulted in the^overhears of 
conversations between Mr. and Mrs. Jack^'Ander sona nd 
Mr. and Mrs* Charles Radford as previously disclosed 
to you during discovery in the civil suit captioned, 
Jack N, Anderson v. Richard M^ Nixon, et al. , (U.S.D.C., 
D.C.), civil Action NoT~T5-T7§TT 



Tech. Sorvs. 
Training 
Public Affs. Off. 
Telephone Rm, 
Director’s Sec’ 1 


^ b k 



While it is not clear from your correspondence, 
you apparently are presenting claims on behalf of both 
Mr. and Mrs. Anderson. While you state in your letters 
that you represent Mr. Anderson and you are counsel of 
record in the above referred to civil action. Title 28, 

■Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Section 14.3(e), 

: requires that a claim presented by a legal representative 
met be accompanied by evidence of his authority to 
present a claim on behalf of the claimant. Further, 

Title 28, CFR, Section 14.2(a), requires that a claim 
:or money damages must be presented in a Siam certain. 

Cnasmuch as there is some uncertainty as to on whose 
aehalf you are acting and therefore the specific amount 
Df damages claimed on behalf of each, it is requested 
“that in accordance with Title 28, CFR, Section 14.2(a), 
the sum certain claimed on behalf of each claiman&J^e 
specified. Also, it is requested that evidence be 
presented as to your authority to present the claim or 
claims. , nr . n , fojL- /f 73 JUL 21 1977 


NOTE - Next Page 



TELETYPE UNIT HZ' 

X 













Mr. William A. Dobrovir 


In order to remedy this situation and to assist 
you, I have enclosed two copies of Standard Form 95. 
Should these forms be completed in full and executed by 
the claimant, the need for your submitting evidence of 
authority to represent the claimant or claimants will be 
obviated. 


Sincerely yours. 



JohnfTA, Mints 
Assistant Director 


Legal Counsel 


Enclosures (2) 


NOTE: By letters dated 6/22/77, and 6/27/77, attorney 

William Dobrovir, apparently representing Jack Anderson 
and his wife, has presented an Administrative Claim for 
$1,000,000 and $100 per day for each violation relating 
to the overhear of two conversations by the Andersons 
during electronic surveillance conducted in 1971-72 at 
the request of the Attorney General. This communication 
advises Dobrovir that evidence of his authority to 
represent Mr. and Mrs. Anderson must be submitted as well 
as a specific sum for each claimant. Form SF 95 is provided 
for his use. 


approved: 

Director- 
Assoc. Oir.- 
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Grim. — 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
JULY 1073 EDITION 
GSA FPMR (41 CFRI 101-11.6 

UNITED STATES GO 


MENT 


Memorandum 


€ 


:b6 

blC 


TO 

% 

FROM 


subject: 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATTN: Legal Counsel Division 


date: 8/3/77 


SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 

<S> 

JACK ANDERSON, V. 
RICHARD NIXON, ET. AL. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION 




! 


r • 



Remylet, dated 6/10/77. 

Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 8/1/77. The 
following pertirient docket entries were noted:, 


7/25/77 

7/28/77 


Notice by plaintiff to take deposition 
of FBI by a witness designated by FBI. 


Interrogatories by plaintiff and requests ' 


for production of documents to some 
defendants other than FBI. 


WFO will follow captioned matter in USDCDC. 


& 






-OfflONAL FORM NO., 1 <V 
JU(LY^ t 1 973, EDITION 
GSA Ff»MR (41 CFR) 101 - 11.6 


FROM 


subject: 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

Mr, Feh f/&A 
K, V. Hetheringto 

O 

JACK N. ANDERSON V 
RICHARD M. NIXON, ET AL. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 
DATE 4-14-2009 BY 65179 dmh/baw/sbs 

- - "’ll. -- 

Dep. AD A An. _ 

T Dep, AD Inv.- 


t 



date: June 15, 1977 t .u. 


Laboratory- 

Legal Coup.- 

Plan. & Insp.- 

Rec. Mgnt. 

Spec. Inv. ftj &V F 
Tech, Servs. X— 


- Training__ 

Public Affs. Off._ 
Telephone Rm, 
Director’s Sec'y — 



PURPOSE : I_ 

To forward to Legal Counsel attached material for use 
in responding to Departmental request for data to support claimed 
state secret privilege in captioned matter. 

DETAILS : 

Plaintiff Jack N. Anderson, newspaper columnist, filed 
complaint alleging a conspiracy amongst the defendants to abri(},ge^ 
various rights of Anderson. My memorandum May 31, 1977, repo 
that results of a review of files in connection with this jnwrer/ 
had been furnished to Legal Counsel in order that response to 
interrogatories could be filed by the Department. One overhear 
of Anderson on a national defense electronic surveillance is 
considered privileged and objection was made to release of such 
information. * ~ III 

REc-71 & — / / 73J 3 HH 

The Department has now requested Legal Counsel ft|rmish 
data to support the claimed state secret privilege. Attache<| 
for assistance of Legal Counsel is suggested material to be 
incorporated as an attachment to the Bureau's response. It is 
noted additional basis for privilege may be found in the 
Attorney General's memo, May 6, 1976, to the Departmental Review 
Committee whidj/ decision is referred to within the Department as 


the "Yakovle^jjdecision." 

. , -i 

Enclosure / 






JG 1U. ^ i.\ 


Legal Counsel (Attn: I [ 

Records Management Division .( Attn: 
Intelligence Division (At 4 tn: 

Mr. Fehl 1 - 

Mr. Hetherington 





Siejmj^dX) 


CONTINUED - OVER 


( 8 ) . 

^ 2 B! 


T MATERIAL ATTACHED 


f(V> 
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Memorandum to Fehl 
Re: Jack N, Anderson V 


This matter has been coordin ated with _ 

3 Document Classification 


Intelligence Division, and _ 

Office, Records Management Division. The response to the 
Department should be routed through both Divisions for approval. 


b6 

b7C 


RECOMMENDATION: 


That this memorandum with attachment be forwarded to 
Legal Counsel. 
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ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 
DATE 4-14-2009 BY 65179 dmh/baw/sbs 

f U-cit) (Kev. t-Ai-iKy) 


*TRAKSMIT VIA: 
I I Teletype 
| | Facsimile 

li^K^irtel 


# 


PRECEDENCE: 
| | Immediate 
I | Priority 
| | Routine 


CLASSIFICATION: 

□ TOP SECRET 

□ SECRET 

□ CONFIDENTIAL 

□ E F T 0 

□ CLEAR 

Date _ 6 " / V '* 7 


FROM: 


DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATTENTION: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION 
SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


JACK ANDERSON, V. 

RICHARD NIXON, ET. AL. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 76-1794 


ReBureau telecall to WFO 6/14/77. 

As per referenced telephone call enclosed are 
three copies of the relevant portion of serial 66282 of 
WFO file 100-16597 Sub 1. 


Bureau will note that deletion of WFO source 
symbol has been left to discretion of Bureau. 

• Vi i ^ 

Sejar^t Material Attached. 




y Y "V 
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V. 


C, <2-7/735^ 


JL 

0 v Bureau (Enc. 3) 

0 1 - WFO 


GEOrdlw 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 
JUL* 1073 EDITION 
- FPMR (4L CFR > 101-11,0 

UNITED -STATES GWERNMENT 

Memorandum 


## 

mUFernm 



y<mmmrn 


'H- 

N 



Mr. Clarence M. Kelley 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Barbara Allen Babcock 
Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Division 

Jack NyAnde rson v. Richard. M. Nixon, et al 
USDC D.C., Civil“Action No. 76-1794. 


date: AUG 1 2 1977 


BAB:RJFranzinger:cj c 
145-1-548 






Enclosed please find copies of two orders and a Memorandi! 
signed by United States District Judge Gerhard A. Gesell on 
July 18, 1977. As you will note, the most important aspect 
of the enclosed document is that Judge Gesell has dismissed 
this action insofar as it is brought against the Attorney 
General, the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, the Directors 
of Central Intelligence and the Federal Bureau of Investigation * 
and the Secretary of State for injunctive relief. The basis y 

for the dismissal of this action against the Departments of x 

Justice and State, the Internal Revenue Service, the Central 
Intelligence Agency, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
is because plaintiff has alleged no present or threatened 
injury as a result,of the actions of any federal agency and 
because the injury of the broad scale injunction sought by 
plaintiff would be inconsistent with the public interest. 

It has been clear from the outset of this litigation 
that plaintiff brought this action against the five defendants 
listed above primarily for purposes of discovery. Plaintiff 
is, without doubt, still interested in obtaining that discovery 
from, inter alia , your agency. Thus, it is likely that you 
can anticipate future discovery demands in the form of - 
subpoenas duces tecum in connection with this action. 

Plaintiff has also indicated a^ry-interest in pursuing possible 
claims under the Federal Tort Ss4ai[n£s£Act as a result of the 
alleged actions of the FBI and the v GTA. _ ^ 

REG-56 - // 

I will continue to keep you advised of further pertinent 
developments in this civil action and thank you for the 
consideration and cooperation you have shown in 
thus far. J C ' 

Enclosures 


<?■ 




Buy U.S. Savin es Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 
Greenberg/Gray-4287 



5010-11 










IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


FOR-THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 


Plaintiff, 


RICHARD M. NIXON, ET AL., 


Civil Action No.' 76-1794 


Defendants. 


JUL 1 3 1977 . 


MEMORANDUM r- 


JAMES-F. DftVEY. Clerk 


IOC;::!,.: ThiS.._.is a civil action arising ' pr,ixuar.i'ly out of . 
-■-Watergate and r.eJLa.t.ed disclosures. : Anderson, a newspaperman,;h 
^sne-s.'-n-irieteen 'individuals -and- -f-i-ve Go ve-rnment-a-ge-ncA 
mas si ve : : “c onspi racy- is a 1 le ged Plai n tiff-:-cl aim s ; -that" de fe nd a hts" K 

-have.. interfered -a and attempted to .--inter fere -with his f unc ti-on.ttt.xx 
and activi.t:i-es-.,-as-.- a reporter ^investigator, .-journalist.,, and :. 
.broadcaster, both by acts directed. againstjiiim .and acts directed-.,. 
against.l 4 iersons..lielieved to be -sources of inf orma-tion Ins Lances 

of surveillance, wire tapping, _d isseminatio-nof f al' se.inf ortation,; 
an illegal arrest and other conduct in viola t-ion -of plaintiff's 
.rights -..undex.. the, F i r. s.tF o. u r t h and Fifth Amendments to the : a 
Constitution, are alleged-. .. He seeks damages from-the individual- 
defendants and--asks that the agencies be enjoined. . \ • -- 

. .... .^a.T he.requitable aspects of the complaint are directed 
only—at -the Departments of Justice and State, FBI, CIA, and 
..Internal.. Revenue. Service.,. The Court- ordered - that this .phase of 
the : litigation - be. considered initially and separately . A motion/' 
by...the. agency defendants to dismiss or for summary judgment came 


on vto be: heard after .plaintif f:-.was allowed- limited discovery to 
-supplement data he had^aj._readyg.obtained. under---the—Freedom of 
-Tn'forma'tidn Act. The agency defendants allege that . the . • . 
complaint'- rests on facts outside the statute of limitations, 
...that. it,,..fails to state a cause of action, that, plaintiff is 


’The current heads of the agencies are also formally named 
in their official capacities only. 
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In the united states district court 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ' 


JACK N. ANDERSON, “C ) 

Plaintiff, ) 

.. • • _■ ■ ■ ' ) ■ ■ ; ■ . ■ . • ■. . ' 

~ ' v. ' ' v - ) i: i Civil Action Nof“ 76-179 4 

RICHARD M. NIXON, ET AL., ) I I- E O 

■ . 

Defendants. ) .... t "vJUL 1 S 1^7? 

JAMES F. DAVEY, Clerk 

. O R D E R .".r • . 



.. --Upon -consideration of the federal agency defendants 

motion t-o ■ d-ismi-ss or, in—the-alternative, - for summary judgment - 
the jnemorarida'• in support thereof and-in opposition' thereto,. oral 
argument of counsel, and the entir-e record herein, it is hereby... 
: : - '. ORDERED that for the reasons stated in the Court's 

Memorandum, filed herewith, the motion of the federal agency 
defendants -to •dismiss '-rs^'g'ranted' and the complaint ;is dismissed. 
as to defendants Cyrus -R. -Vance, Secre tary of State, Griffin B... 
Bell, Attorney General, Clarence M. Kelley, Director of the 
=F ede r a 1 lur e au~-~of- Invest i gat i o n, S tan sfi eld Turner,:; Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency, and Jerome Kurtz, Commissioner 
of- Internal- Re-venue Service.-- The dismissal is without'-prejudice • 
to whatever damage actions plaintiff, brings ..against these 
defendants under the Federal Tort Claims Act. 


July -jitf, 1977. 


f 
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further barred by laches and that no basis exists to invoke 

the Court' s equity/ -jurisdiction. .. - • 

.... -.Plaintiff has documented and particularized a -long - 

series of events demonstrating an in tense, J interfe s t on the part” * 
of : .th6!'-ragencj.es >in all' aspecEs' 0 'f yhfs f ' ^rbfeSSl6Ttal''a'.n'd T ''p.r'ivate'rf ' 1 ' 
conduct-.-"--.The-Government, agencies contend^ 'in effect, that /cd'v 

these activi.ti.es were legitimate governmental'activities. . . -— ■ 

designed to pre-yen t - leaks - of confidential- information . Plaint iff il •( 
contends ithat-.they^^had a. different and more sinister xntent>-~~“ r " v; -- - ; -"' 
•. n ame ly_,_.. to-p re ve ri t h im.. from ...pub .1 i sh ing . • It is' impossible- tee - ain-a. 
resolve this-basic-issue on. the basis of the- i nfo rmation now . , 

-before the. Court.— Suf-ficerit.-towsayrthat. .the. complaint states»X'-rr: 


:a .cause ofraction. Overt acts by:.some..of the. alleged; agency.:..;.' 

• conspi r-at o r 3-• -with-in - t-he- -three-ye-ar - statute of limitations • can be ..-,.r 


tshownT-1 There r isalso suf f icie'n.t:_'indxc.at'ion -of .concealment, at- 

„.th.is._iLta.ge' to;prevent final 'consideration: or the defense off .. ... 


laches. 


Plaintiff's equitable claims against the agency 
defendants are ;■ however, insufficient in one. significant ■ respect.--:r.- '-.-n 

„ .._ . , . ' , ■ .. , ; . j 

The .conspiracy, is.-alleged to. have.-terminated in -1.9 7.4../.. .io present 
or-threatened injury .is alleged to have existed., at the time the.. , 
eomplai.n-h=-was - f i-led-iri S-eptembe-r-- -19 7-6nor w-h-en i t was later -amended- 
in October 1976 ”, 'and. January 19 77 - No t” only are the allegations” ' 

of the complaint defective but the Government administration • - •-•.,• 

responsible .for'.the grotesque conduct alleged has departed and 
plaintiff is unable-to show .any present' threat of irreparable, "1 . ... 

injury: f Injunctive'"relief is appropriate only - to prevent- • - 

existing’or 'threatened injuries, ..to prevent irreparable haoou.„_ 
sEgAad.t.abXe^£elief_w.i.ll..not_ be__grant.ed simply because a complainant . 
fears that some improper conduct in the past may occur at an 
indefinite time in the future. Even if violations of 

constitutional-rights as serious as those here alleged in fact-....,.., r , j ( 
occurred,.this would—ne-t-be -suff icient to satisfy the requisite 
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showing of irreparable injury. There must be a clear and 
“pfe's'ent' imminence" of ‘ such’ ihjury be f ore-equi-ty--ee-n'' then'move'-- — 

to preven t irrepar able.harm. Connecticut v. Massachusetts, 

28.2 ....6 60.... fl9 31) ; United Fuel Gas Co . ~ v. R.R., Commission , 

^2 7’S >v 'tJ bSv" <30 ©^(-l 9 2 9 ) ^ -A5-hl anfeQ il, • •-l-ne .- ^.y- Fu-T-jC^ y ; 4 0 -9 -F. r 

Supp. 297 . (D.D.C. 1976) . / .' ;; y 

It must also be noted that the nature of the 
injunction-; here sought is- by- -'its.very na : ture. r inconsistent- with 
the pubiiov'i-n-tere-s-t,u-=F-la-in-t-i-f-f ' desires--the-agencies be .. 

directed-/ -in- effect, -not to -inter f ere-~.wi-th---h-im- or- his. ;r -. ;.. cr ,*.,. 3 , 

sources. The Court cannot direct - .the agencies to abstain 


from -interfering - with, plaintiff' s sources since obviously 
plaintiff has no constitutional-right to maintain such sources 
and the -Government i-s T-fully entitled torinv.estigate any of r .„'. 
p laintiff - 'ts-' - s o ui c e s -who" “may - reasonably b e b e 1-ie ved .to have 
..en.g.acf ed in.. i 1 1 e a a ly o r hha uthori zed -- c ond uc t'w i mi larlv. any 

sweeping'"in j unction agains t...the * agencies themsel ves would- be- . : - 

both unwise and contrary to the' public interest. Since many 
legitimate concerns of the agencies might well create a . - • .... 

situation where plaintif~f' - B'elieyed."his function; and activities • 
were-being, hampered, the ..Court. would, be inter j ected'. into ; ... 
-day-to-day-scrutiny of governmental operations; to determine 
underlying intent. Only a most compelling immediate circumstance 
could; j us-tify evertr-COn sider ing. ;.s ueh •• a -course..-:-. 0 'Shea v-r y -. .iieze 
Littleton, 414 U.S. 488 (1974). /hi;/’ if 


- There is, in short, no ground shown to invoke 

equity and since -no monetar y-'damages- are sou-ght—the claims 
against- the. agency defendants ^represented by Messrs... Bell, 

Vance,..Turner and Kurtz must accordingly.be 

dismissed from the case. This is, of course, without - prejudice 
to damage actions against some of these agencies which plaintiff 
is -processing administratively preparatory to a Federal Tort. 


Claims Act suit. 


July 18, 1977. 


UNIte^sTatES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 vV.* \ \\ 

JULY 1073 EDITION 'MLjj0 \ 

GSA rp MR (41 CFRI tOt.tl.6 ’/ A ' 

UNITED STATES G(\ j \ 

Memorandum 




date: 9/29/77 


: DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATTN: Legal Counsel Division 

: SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


subject: JACK^ANDERSON, V. 

RICHARD NIXON, ET. AL. 

- j (U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

D-S CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 76-1794 


Remylet dated 8/3/77. 

Civil Docket 76-1794, U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia (USDCDC) was reviewed on 9/28/77. 
Nothing pertinent subsequent to that previously reported 
was noted. 

WFO will follow captioned matter in USDCDC. 


UEC-54 


22- Bureau 2- V/7^5'3 
1 - WFO 
BAD :mkg 


6 0CT 



271977 
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JULY 1073 JfDITTON 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


&>« : 


subject: 


Acting Assistant Direc 
Special Investigative 


Legal Couns 


jack n Sanderson v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 



date: 11/9/77 


sxon 


Assoc. Dir._ 

Dep. AD A dm._ 

Dep. AD Ihv._ 

Asst. Dir.: 

A dm. Serv._ 

Crim. Inv. _ 

Fin. & Pers._ 

I dent. _ 

Intel!_ 

Laboratory- 

Legal Coun._ 

Plan. & In sp.- 

Rec. Mgnt. _ 

Spec. Inv.- 

Tech. Serve.- 

Troining_:_ 

Public Affs. Off,- 
Telephone Rm. 
Director's Sec’y __ 


* 1 ‘ \J 





PURPOSE : To confirm request of Special Projects Review 

Unit (SPRU) to review specified investigative 
files to assist former Acting Associate Director Felt in 
the preparation for his deposition in captioned matter. 

SYNOPSIS AND DETAILS : Discovery in captioned matter has Ju, 

been ordered limited at the present 
time to the taking of depositions of those persons poten- f* 
tially knowledgeable of the conspiracy alleged by plaintiff 
in captioned matter. Generally these depositions have been 
limited to former agency head defendants but in view of 
Director Hoover's death, plaintiff has indicated he desires 
to ta.ke the deposition of former Acting Associate Director 
W. Mark Felt. It is known that Mr. Felt was directly 
involved in two of the incidents alleged as overt acts of 
the cons piracy. _ These incidents are the ele ctronic surveil¬ 
lance Of I L (Bufile 6 5-75108) 

and the arrest of plaintiff's associate l I on a 

charge of theft of Government property resulting from the 
takoover at the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Bufile 52-96921). 
All of the overt acts as alleged in the conspiracy have been 
discussed telephonically with Mr. Felt who advises that the 
above-specified incidents are the only ones with which he 
is familiar. The above-mentioned Bufiles should be reviewed 
to identify those serials prepared by or reviewed by Mr//FpT.t 
for his examination on 11/10/77, at FBI Headquarters in/ o/der 
to assist him in the preparation for his deposition nW r\ 
scheduled for 11/14/77. / J ^// 7 


EX-137 IEC-54 


review 

Mr^F 


/Fe'lt 

o/der 


1 - Mr. Le x __ 

Attn: |_ 

1 - Mr. Mintz 
1 - Civil Litigation Unit 

RLHrpls 

(4) 


i t NOV 15 197? 
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Memorandum to the Acting Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 
Re: Jack N. Anderson v. 

Richard M. Nixon, et al. 


RECOMMENDATION : SPRU make available to Legal Counsel 

Division Bufiles 65-75108 and 52-96921 
with the serials designated for the attention of Mr. Felt 
in accordance with the above instructions. 





WPMVEtn 

Director--— 

Assoc. Dir.-- 

Dap. AD — 
Dep. AD Invl-~ 



Crim. Inv.— 
Fin. & 

|dent._——- 
Intcllu-- 

Laiw ator y— 



Training---" 

Public Alts. Ott-— 
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CIVILSUBPOE] 


Hnitrit Sdatra Itainrt (Emtrt 

for the 

Stfltnrt of fflolumhia 


.JACK__N^_ ANDERSON. 


Plaintiff. 


Civil Action No -76y_1794_. 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al> 


, Defendant. 

To* __ FEDERAL_ B U^AU ° F INVESTIGATION 


Washington, D.C. 20535 


You Are Hereby Commanded to appear in (?85$3§8Si$p: (the office of _WdJ.li^m_i^._pqbrovir 
Esq. f 200 5 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036_ 

to give testimony in the above-entitled cause on the_??h._day of_August_, 19 22—, 

at 10 o’clock A_ m. (and bring with you) the d ocu ments spec ified in Sch e dule 
B of the Notice of De pos ition attached hereto and made a part hereof_ 


and do not depart without leave. 


Date_July _21> 197.7 

/ , H u ?'• . . 


James F. Davey, Clerk 


Deputy Clerk. 




RETURN ON SERVICE 

Summoned the above-named witness by delivering a copy to h__ and tendering to h._the fees 

for one day’s attendance and mileage allowed by law, on the___day of_____ 

19_at _____„______ 

Dated ____;__ 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, a 
--19 _— 


day of 


NOTE.— Affidavit required only if service is made by a person other than a U.S. Marshal or his deputy. 


fM-Ml-—8*20-7 4-1011-2687 




1 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, ~ ) 

V ) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

) 

• • « 

TO: Robert J. Franzinger. Esq. 

Department of Justice 

Washington, D.C. 20530 


NOTICE OF DEPOSITION 


Please take notice that plaintiff Jack Anderson (hereafter 
"plaintiff"), on August 9, 1977, at 10:00 A.M., at the offices of 
plaintiff’s attorney, William A. Dobrovir, Esq., 2005 L Street, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, will take the deposition of the Fed 
eral Bureau of Investigation, an agency of the United States gov¬ 
ernment, pursuant to Rule 30(b)(6), F.R.Civ.P., by a witness or 
witnesses designated by FBI to testify respecting the matters 
specified in Schedule A hereto. The witness or witnesses shall 
•bring with them to the taking of the deposition the documents 
specified or described in Schedule B hereto. 


Respectfully submitted, 


OF COUNSEL: • WILLIAM A. DOBROVIR 

‘ ANDRA N. OAKES 

JOSEPH D. GEBHARDT 

JOSEPH BORKIN DAVID L. SCULL 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 Washington, D.C. 20036 

July 21, 1977 Attorneys for Plaintiff 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have served a copy of the foregoing 
Notice of Deposition on counsel for al). parties and on G. Gordon 
Liddv, pro se , by first class mail, postage prepaid, this 21st 
day of July, 1977. 
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SCHEDULE A 


The names and present addresses of all individuals, govern¬ 
ment agencies, corporations, groups or other entities or associ¬ 
ations of persons who ordered, initiated, carried out, partici¬ 
pated in or have knowledge of any arrest, surveillance, wiretap¬ 
ping, bugging, other eavesdropping, physical interference,' drug¬ 
ging, poisoning or other physical harm; other investigation of 
■ « ” 

or interference with plaintiff Jack Anderson, or attempts or pro¬ 
posals to do so; or communications with respect thereto; the cir¬ 
cumstances of such persons' participation and/or knowledge, and 
the relationship of such persons with or their employment by the 
FBI. 


SCHEDULE B 


1. Memoranda from J. Edgar Hoover to the Attorney General 
on May 29, 1969, June 4, 1969, and May 4, 1970, requesting autho¬ 
rization to wiretap a newsman based upon information supplied by 
Colonel Alexander M. Haig, then a member of defendant Henry_A* 
Kissinger's National Security Council•staff. 

2* Reports sent from the FBI to President Nixon, regarding 
surveillance of newsmen, dated May 28; July 10, 15, 25; August'1, ' 
13; October 24, 1969; May 11; November 6, 14, 17, 27, 1970. Re¬ 
ports sent from the FBI to defendant H. R. Haldeman regarding 
electronic surveillance of newsmen, dated May 14,. 18, 21; June 
23, 25, 29; July 7, 10; September 4; October 29, 1970; November 
13; December 15, 18, 22, 1970; January 5, 7, 19, 22, 27, 29, 1971. 

3. Reports from the FBI to defendant Henry Kissinger regard- 
ing electronic.surveillance of newsmen, dated May 13, 29; December 
3, 1969; January 15, 21, 1970. 

* 

4. Investigation report from Cortland Jones, circa August 
1969, which relates the surveillance of a Washington correspon- 

... • . i 

dent's lunch with a member of the National Security Council at/ 
the Occidental Restaurant on August 6, 1969 










5. Memorandum from T. J. Smith, FBI agent, to E. S. Miller, . 

dated May 13, 1973, and entitled "Sensitive Coverage Placed at 
the Request of the White House." . 

6. Memorandum from William C. Sullivan, Director of the Of¬ 
fice of National Narcotics Intelligence, to William D. R'uckelshaus, 


Acting Director of FBI, dated May 11, 1973, and entitled "Sensitive 
Coverage Placed at the Request of the White House." 

7. ’.‘Records of communications from White House to J. Edgar 

Hoover requesting investigative information on plaintiff, March 9 
or 10, 1972.. • . ; T 

8. Records of the delivery of FBI investigative information 
on plaintiff to the White House staff, between March 9, 1972 and 
March 18, 1972... 

9. Records of correspondence from President Nixon to J. Edga 
Hoover requesting investigative information about or an investiga¬ 
tion of plaintiff, circa March 18, 1972. 

10. Records .of any communications between the FBI and (1) the 
White House, (2) Department of Justice, and (3) the CIA, or any offi¬ 
cial or employee of the White House, Department of Justice or CIA, 
respecting or concerning plaintiff k not otherwise specified herein. 

11. Records of communication from the White House to the Jus-, 

tice Department Internal Security Division requesting, an investiga¬ 
tion of plaintiff, March 1972. ; 

12. Records of request from defendant H. R. Haldeman to the 

. ■. • . • . y 

Attorney General, Justice Department Internal Security Division, 
or other members/divisions of the Justice Department requesting an 
investigation of criminal activity of plaintiff, Summer 1972. 

13,, Records respecting the appearance of a supposed source 
of plaintiff,. -Eugene Smith, - before a grand jury as the result of- 
a Defense Department investigation. 

14. Records of any attempt to investigate, discredit, wire¬ 
tap, conduct-surveillance on or otherwise interfere with plaintiff 


3 - 
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in which the Republican National Committee, the Committee to Re¬ 
elect the President, private investigators including Intertel> or 
International Telephone & Telegraph Corporation participated. 

15. Records of any investigation, interception, mail cover 
operation, or other interference with mail sent to or by plain¬ 
tiff carried out by the Postal Service, the FBI, the CIA, the De¬ 
partment of Defense, other governmental unit, or any individual or 
group employed or sanctioned by the government (e.g., the "White 
House Plumbers"). 

16. The following records listed in the Final Report of the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Operations, Book III, pp. 
326—27, footnotes 226—232: 

(a) Memorandum from T. J. Smith to E. S. Miller, 

February 26, 1973? 

(b) Blind memorandum captioned "Charles E. 

Radford, II,'• January 13, 1972 . : 

17. Memorandum from W. C. Sullivan to C. D. de Loach, July 

19, 1966, Subject "Black Bag" Job, described in the Final Report 
of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Operations, Book 
II, p. 62, footnote 238. " 

18. Records relating to any arrest, surveillance, wiretap¬ 
ping, bugging, other eavesdropping, physical interference, drug¬ 
ging, poisoning or other physical harm, other investigation of or 
interference with plaintiff Jack Anderson, or attempts or proposals 
to do so; or communications with respect thereto not otherwise 


specified herein. , 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

) ... 

Plaintiff, ) 

' ) ' 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

: ' ) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) , 

) • 

Defendants, ) 


POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR AN ORDER COMPELLING 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PURSUANT 
TO SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 


Preliminary Statement 

Plaintiff has recently moved, pursuant to F.R.Civ.P. 

45(d)(1), to compel production of documents by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) and. the Department of Justice, seeking to over¬ 
come the agencies' previously-served detailed objections to 

the production ox: those documents. Plaintiff's motion to 

... . . ■ ,/ . •• ' : •: 

compel and aeconoanvine points and authorities, which together 

~ i 

barely exceed two pages, wholly fails)to address the agencies' 
objections or to apprise the subpoenaed agencies or the 
Court of why plaintiff has any need for the widely-varied, 
numerous documents in question. Plaintiff has done nothing 
more than.simply allege in the most conclusory terras imaginable 
that he needs the documents in question. Indeed, it is_readily 
apparent from plaintiff's scatter-gun motion, that he has not 

■ . . X . 

engaged in the most cursory review of documents already in his 
possession in formulating his current demands, which in major 
part seek access to sensitive national security information 
deleted from those documents, many of which are demonstrably 
irrelevant to this action. The subpoenaed federal agencies 










cannot and should not be expected to fully set forth the 
reasons why such information has properly been withheld from 
plaintiff, when they have not been apprised of why plaintiff 
needs or wants access to the information in the first place. 
Consequently, the FBI, CIA, and Department of Justice now 
set forth the reasons why plaintiff's motion to compel is 
wholly inadequate to invoke this Court's discretion pursuant 
to F.R.Civ.P. 45(d)(1) and should therefore be denied at the 
outset. These federal agencies specifically reserve the 
right to more fully support their previous objections, when 
and if such objections are challenged in some appropriate 
fashion by plaintiff. 

Statement of Facts 

By subpoenas, dated-J-uIy 21, 1977, plaintiff has sought 
access to literally hundreds of documents from the Central 
Intellicrence Acrercv, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 

, ~ * v ■ 

the Departrnentrtf Justice. The subpoena to the CIA simply 
'.incorporates- by“ reference, letters from the CIA to the plain¬ 
tiff -identifying'. documents and portions of documents withheld 
in connection.'with .plaintif f e s previous requests to the CIA 

f7 Prior discovery - responses by the CIA, FBI and Department 
of Justice demonstrate, that there are no documents reflecting 
or relating to. plaintiff's claims about actions directed at 
plaintiff . Quite the contrary is, however, true with respect 
to plaintiff's allegations concerning investigations of 
third persons. It has never been disputed, for example, 
that investigations were conducted of Department of Defense 
employee Eugene Smith or of Navy Yeoman Charles Radford. 

Nor has it been disputed that Leslie Whitten was arrested by 
agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Many of 
these matters have been the subject of Congressional proceedings 
which have themselves generated a considerable number of 
documents. In addition, as is more fully discussed infra , 
plaintiff seeks production of a substantial number of memoranda 
and other documents which have nothing to do with any of his 
claims. See , e.g. , plaintiff's requests nos. 1-6 to the FBI 
and Department of Justice which seek documents relating to 
the--wiretaps which were the -subject of J4orto.n H..__Halp.erin. / _ et al 
v. Henry A. Kissinger, et al. , USDC D.C., Civil Action No. 
1187-73. 
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under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and the Privacy 

Act and seeks access to all documents reflected in those 

letters. The subpoena to the FBI, which tracks almost 

verbatim plaintiff's prior requests for production of documents 

to the FBI made while Director Kelley was a defendant in 

this action, sets forth document requests in 18^separate 

paragraphs, the final paragraph of which seeks access to: 

records relating to any arrest, sur¬ 
veillance, wiretapping, bugging, other 
eavesdropping, physical interference, 
drugging, poisoning or other physical: 
harm, other investigation of or inter¬ 
ference with plaintiff Jack Anderson, 
or attempts or proposals to do so; or 
communications with respect thereto not 
otherwise specified herein. 

The subpoena to the Department of Justice seeks documents 
described in 10; paragraphs, which repeated verbatim some of 
the requests to the FBI, including the request quoted above• 
and additionally;-seeks: access to previously identified 
investigative rrlies: of. .the. Watergate Special Prosecution 
Force relating to the wiretap of Charles Radford and news¬ 
paper accounts. o.r discussions about administration of drugs 
to the plaintirfi The subpoenas; provided for a return date 
of August 9, 1977, approximately two weeks after the receipt 
of the subpoenas, which were served by mail. 

On August 5, 1977, the CIA, FBI and Department of 
Justice served plaintiff with detailed objections to the 
document requests in plaintiff's subpoenas duces tecum . On 
August 10, 1977, plaintiff responded with a three page 
document labeled a Motion For An Order Compelling Production 
-Of Documents Pursuant To Subpoenas Duces Tecum. Plaintiff's 
"Motion" is nothing more than plaintiff's conclusory statements 
that he is entitled to every document which he has previously 
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requested from the agencies regardless of its relevance to 
this action, the privileged nature of the information sought, 
or any of the other objections properly raised by the federal 
agencies. In stark Contrast to the detailed objections 
served upon plaintiff by the federal agencies, plaintiff's 
"motion" is so lacking in specificity that it is virtually 
impossible to tell which document requests plaintiff's 
"arguments" relate to, therefore virtually precluding an 
appropriate response. Indeed, the only thing evident from 
plaintiff's "Motion" is that plaintiff has made no effort to 
tailor his discovery requests to matters relating to this 
action or anything reasonably necessary to pursue any claims 
he might have herein. In short, without even engaging 
in the elementary analysis of his discovery needs and the 
objections raised.. by; the agencies called for by the Federal 
Rules of Civil, procedure, plaintiff seeks to require the 
federal agencies involved and this Court to undertake detailed 
analysis of lxf3r.al.ly~. hundreds of documents in. order to 
determine p.laintlxt 8 s entitlement to such documents in this 
action. . 

Plaintiff cannot, in any meaningful sense, be said to 
have made an appropriate motion to compel production of 
documents pursuant to Rule 45(d)(1) of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure. Unless and until plaintiff makes such a 
motion, the previously-served objections of the FBI, CIA, 
and Department of Justice stand uncontroverted and bar plain¬ 
tiff's demands for access to such information. For these 
reasons, the FBI, the CIA and the Department of Justice hereby 
oppose plaintiff's Motion for an Order Compelling Production 
of Documents Pursuant to Subpoenas Duces Tecum. 

.th; . - , ■' 4 - 
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Argument 


PLAINTIFF'S PENDING MOTION TO COMPEL 
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, WHICH WHOLLY 
FAILS TO APPRISE THE SUBPOENAED PARTIES 
OR THE COURT OF PLAINTIFF’S NEED FOR THE 
DOCUMENTS IN QUESTION/ SHOULD BE SUMMARILY DENIED 

The incredible scope of this action and plaintiff's 
discovery demands, which have on many occasions gone well- 
beyond the scope of the action itself, are matters which are 
well-documented before this Court. See, e. g. , Points and 
Authorities in Support of Defendant Kelley's Motion for a 
Protective Order filed in this action on December 15, 1976; 
Points and Authorities in Support of Motion of the CIA, FBI 
and Department of Justice to Quash or in the Alternative, 
for a Protective Order filed in this action on August 10, 

1977. Indeed, this Court has remarked on several occasions 
that the action appears to be too broad to be manageable. ■ 

This is a. fortiori true with respect to plaintiff's previous 
and continuing:, discovery demands which frequently go well 
beyond the .scope- of. an. •already too broad action. Plaintiff's 
pending "Motion 15 is simply plaintiff's latest attempt to • 
shift his responsibilities- and obligations regarding dis- ■ 
covery in this- action to others, including this Court, 
without engaging in any analysis in an attempt to direct 
such discovery requests to this action. 

This is perhaps most aptly illustrated by plaintiff's 
discovery demands addressed to the CIA. By his pending 
Motion, plaintiff seeks to compel the disclosure of, inter 
alia , classified information and the identities of a substantial 
number of CIA personnel which were deleted from documents 
produced to plaintiff pursuant to his prior FOIA and Privacy 
Act requests. Needless to say, the production of these 
documents raises serious privilege questions, which ought 
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not to be decided without careful consideration of the 
respective positions of the interested parties. Ultimate 
resolution of these questions may well involve formal claims 
of privilege made after personal consideration of the material 
in question by the Director of Central Intelligence. In 
camera examination of some of the documents may also be 
required. In any event, given the importance of the kinds 

of questions involved, individualized determination by the 

f ' 

Court respecting these documents would seem to be required, 
with production ordered, if at all, only after a clear 
showing by plaintiff of a compelling need for the information. 
The sole basis upon which plaintiff argues that he is entitled 
to the information, in question is a bald claim that he needs 
this information to obtain the names of witnesses who may 
have knowledge of the matters raised in the complaint. We 
simply do not .understand: .how plaintiff can make this argu¬ 
ment with a straight face, for it is absolutely clear from 
the. portions of. Socuments produced to plaintiff by the CIA 
that a substantial .proportion of the deleted information 
involving the sensitive matters in question here have nothing 
whatsoever to do with the allegations of plaintiff's complaint 
•This is readily apparent from the a brief examination of the 
documents which are the subjectt-of plaintiff's pending 
"Motion to Compel". 

FOur such documents, which were produced to plaintiff 
after appropriate deletions pursuant to the August 25, 1976 
letter which was incorporated by reference in plaintiff's 
July 21, 1977 subpoena to the Central Intelligence Agency, 
are attached hereto as Appendix A. These documents, which 
are, respectively, an undated memorandum obviously prepared 
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at the time plaintiff was employed by columnist Drew Pearson 
(Document 39 of the reference CIA letter); a memorandum 
dated August 15, 1975 referencing an inquiry by the "Church" 
committee (Document 45 of the CIA letter); a memorandum 
dated March 14, 1960 (Document 50 of the CIA letter); and a 
memorandum dated November 27, 1961 (Document 51 of the CIA 
letter). Thirteen other sample documents, alsd*the subject 
of plaintiff's motion to compel (documents 118, 105, 155, 
192-94, 195-97, 207-08, 209, and 214 of the CIA's August 2, 
1977 letter to the plaintiff in response to FOIA and Privacy 
Act requests), which are similarly demonstrably'irrelevant 
to plaintiff's claims in this action, are also attached as 
Appendix B. Numerous other documents withheld from plaintiff 
in their entirely; pursuant to his FOIA and Privacy Act 
requests, which.hear dates demonstrating their obvious 
irrelevance, to- this action, are- also the subject of plaintiff's 
pending Motionhto Compel...; See , e .g. documents 60 (January 
1.2, 196.7} ? 6.6,. (July 2.5, 1967.) ; 69 ( January 31, 1964) ; 73 
(January. 1.0, ..1.267),; and 74 (1966-67) of the August 25, 1976 
letter attached;:‘to -.plaintiff 5 ,s : subpoena to the CIA. These 
documents by no: 'means constitute an exhaustive list of 
documents which axe. the specific subject of plaintiff's 
pending Motion, to Compel but which clearly have no relevance 


to this action.. 

What these documents show is that plaintiff has made no 
attempt to cull from the voluminous documents produced to 
him under FOIA and Privacy Act requests, which by their very 
nature go well beyond the boundaries of this action, those 
documents which are in any way relevant to this case. 

Under these circumstances, plaintiff's attempt to require 
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the federal agencies involved and this Court to undertake 
the burdensome process of addressing and deciding the sensitive 
and important questions involved, when plaintiff has apparently 
not even undertaken the most basic review of these documents, 
goes well beyond the bounds of reason. Particularly insofar 

as plaintiff's pending Motion is addressed to the CIA, 

■ ' ■ ■ . 

plaintiff has not in any meaningful sense sought to invoke 
the discretion of this Court to decide matters respecting 
discovery. In short, plaintiff's pending Motion is wholly 
improper under F.R.Civ.P. 45(d)(1), upon which it purports 
to be based, and therefore should be denied at the outset. 

Plaintiff's discovery demands of the CIA are by no 
means the only examples of plaintiff's continuing refusal to 
engage in even the most elementary analysis of his discovery 
needs in this action and to set forth that analysis in a 
document which, could properly be termed a Motion to Compel 
Production.-.Eursuxa-t to F.R.Civ.P,. 45 (d) (1) , Indeed, the 
first six. -requests in. Schedule B of plaintiff's subpoenas to 
the FBI and:. rhe Department of Justice seek access to documents 
respecting the wiretaps which, were the subject of Morton H. 
Halperin, et 5l. r. Henry" A. Kissinger, et al. , USDC D.C., 

Civil Action Ho. 1187-73. The FBI and the Department of 
Justice have objected to the production of these documents 
on the grounds that, inter alia , their lack of relevance to 
this action. Access to these documents is presently controlled 
by an Order entered by United States District Judge John L. 
Smith in Halperin , supra , entered on August 5, 1977, a copy 
of which is attached hereto as Appendix C, page 5. Plaintiff, 
of course, is well aware of the fact that he was not the 
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subject of the Halperin wiretaps. See Defendant Edward H. 

Levi's Response to Plaintiff's First Request for Production 
of Documents filed in this action on January 18, 1977, 

Response No. 2. Plaintiff's sole statement with respect to 
this matter in his pending motion is a bald allegation that 
"it is obvious that discovery of these matters is 'reasonably 
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence'". 
Nowhere does plaintiff address himself to the question of 
why he needs access to information which relates to wiretaps 
of other persons with no discernible connection to plaintiff —- 
much less any connection with plaintiff's claims in this 
lawsuit. The subpoenaed federal agencies cannot, of course, 
be expected to formulate a response to plaintiff's arguments 
when plaintiff:. has not come forward with any pertinent arguments 
Again this further- illustrates that plaintiff has not in 
fact filed-.an: .appropriate Motion pursuant to F.R.Civ.P. 

45(d) (1)and. further: demonstrates why the document which 
purparts ta be. sunt a motion should be denied at the outset. 

Plaintiff's' recent subpoenas to two.federal agencies 
and the Federal..Bureau of Investigation and his recent 
Motion to Compel axe two more items in a long list of examples 
of plaintiff's demonstrated unwillingness to proceed with 
this action and particularly with the discovery involved in 
this action in any kind of orderly fashion. On the contrary, 
plaintiff has attempted from the outset to shift the burdens 
of going forward with what is clearly an unmanageable action 
to others, without making any attempt to be realistic about 
his claims or to tailor his discovery requests to information 
he truly needs to proceed. Plaintiff's continuing attempts 
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to impose substantial burdens upon other parties to this 

action, federal agencies which are no longer parties, and 

the Court with little or no effort on plaintiff's part to 

discharge his obligations respecting his discovery should not 

be countenanced. Plaintiff's pending motion pursuant to 

F.R.Civ.P. 45(d)(1) should therefore be denied. 

' ' • 
Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, plaintiff's Motion for an 
Order Compelling Production of Documents Pursuant to Subpoenas 


Duces Tecum should be denied. 


Respectfully submitted. 


BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 
Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tel: (202) 739-3446 
Attorneys for Defendants 


- 10 - 


Greenberg/Gray-4311 









Greenberg/Gray-4312 








The following have been reported to be or have been members of the 
Subject’s news staff or engaged in the collection of news items for him 



Jack Anderson. 


J /j-fiperrfd/M 77,' .'V ; ' : . ; 

do C,VM£/VT &ZJL 
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^ ’ ii . bis column that 

. iqr,3 v/pstbrooK Peeler a. \ War XI £01 

18 Feoruarv 1. ^ - . in China during wo-- 

„ -,ns oftess* a Civilian r«po ,«- r m A , crso „ was ..ubseq rent 

I:. , Cify newspaper. He ‘ n ® Qn thc staff of OI newsp*: 

WO the Army end fermented trouble along the 

, , rn » vPere his editoria* P°-\ > 

Lantern mutiny. 

. personnel coming r.u-ar -O . . - - 
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APPENDIX* . ' J/) REPORT 

NAME: ANDERSON, Jack Northman 

AdDRESS: • ’ 

OCCUPATION: 

BIRTH: ' ' . . : 

EDUCATION: 

■■ ■• ■ ; ■ v ..."' '■ .. ■■ 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: . ' 

DATES . - . ' . ‘ , ... •" . : 


1947 to present 
World War II 

World War II 
(18-20) 

(Age 18)..,.. 42 : 
(Age 12) 


.Drew Pearson, Washington, D. C. 

Stars and Stripes (U. S„ Army), 

Shanghai, China. . e . 

War Correspondent, China -- 
Merchant Marine (South Pacific)'* 

. Missionary, LDS Church 
Salt Lake Tribune,_SLC Utah 
Reporter, Murray Eagle, - Murray,'. Utah 


NJ 


JJBSr 


MARITAL 



Married 1947. 



SOCIAL AdTF'IX 


iU « 


DESCRIPTION, ETC. 




GENbRAJu: 

(1) Member, White House Correspondents Association 

(2) Allegedly, ,he- has known McCarthy since’1947, and McCarthy came to 

iii-s wedding*--friends.to 1950, then ceased friendship. ■ ' . 
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OTC 

3 / /f £ <? 


15 August 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Security 

SUBJECT. ! : Request of 'Following Consultation 

With SSC Staff'on 11 August 1975 • ; 

V s . ’ . .. . ’ 

a . • ■ ■ , ' • 

1. Reference is made to your request of 13'August 1975 

for summaries of Office of Security files pertaining' to the 
items of interest, to and the SSC Staff as listed- 

in Attachment. • f - 

2. Review of pertinent Office of Security file holdings 
has reflected the following information: 



^ 2 . 


' E2 IMPOST 
CL BY 063994 
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Operational files pertaining to Andferson 
were quite voluminous and are identified as * 

Project MUD HEN, SF#577 681. Most of the 
information contained in referenced opera¬ 
tional files pertain to the 1972 physical 
surveillances of Anderson and his employees. 

The investigation of Anderson and his subordi¬ 
nates was'initiated as a result of Anderson’s 
public exposure of classified information. 

During the,latter half of December 1971 > . * 

Anderson published a series of articles . 

.dealing with classified U.S. Government - 
diplomatic and intelligence matters. Anderson 
admitted that his information came frQm highly 
classified documents, the majority of which 
originated at CIA. Coordination by the Office 
of Security-with/the Department, of. State S.cCc 
failed i to reflectethe •..sourceiof: thecleahj andK . arx't 
it became ■ apparent "that no other memb eraorgani*rp.V;o.i •• 
zation.rofi then-intelligence community: -was i.y was 
'actively pursuing investigation of the matter. 

As a result, the Office of Security began 
amassing background data:on Anderson and his 
employees. Surveillance was conducted at 
various times from mid-February 1972 to March 
19 72... The: surveillances failed to establish 
the existence and/or identity of any individual 
who might have .been supplying Anderson, with . . 
.cl.as..slfi.£d''-documents;:' '-l V •••• .* 


D 
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Office 


.emon 


to : Deputy Chief, SRS 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


DATE: lli March *1960 



FROM 




subject: mD ERS.ON, Jackson ..(Jack), Northman 


The following "brief represents all information available on 
Subject in Security Indices. 

* . . . • 

\ * 
ANDERSON'S birth date is net known though it is known that he 
was an adult prior to World War II since he was employed as a reporter 
by the SALT LAKE TRIBUNE at the age of eighteen and worked as a mission¬ 
ary for the Latter Day Saints Church from the ages of eighteen to twenty, 

all of which employment was prior to World War II. . 

. • .. / •; ' / >. ’ , l4 • 4 ^ ... ; k \ \ _ 

ANDERSON served for a short while in the Merchant-Marine in .the 
South' Pacific Edurihg -the wary" then oas a^war-^ correspondent:^in r 'ehina>lfor"r:i® 
a string of 'newspapers'and-the ^ STARS-AllD-STRIPES hit! JShanghai^^iAAs^a.-war-, 
correspondent'he-traveled-for ! two months va'thh£he -Chinese iNatidhall-st^tt?.' 
Guerrillas-behxnd the ‘Japanese 1 'line sv xAf-ter the tend t of the war ; ANBERSON 7 
covered : the Nationalist-Communist- truce* talks and General MARSHALL’S 
missionto Chungking. j ’* 

D in Xjttf .AlfDERSON joined Drew yPE^EQNhS. staff in Washington as 

one of his legman, and the two became'close friends. He was a close 
1\\/ friend of the: late Senator MCCARTHY who."attended ANDERSON’S wedding-re— 

'■ )' ception in.T. 9k9» ANDERSON with .R ona ld \; /iy coauthored "McCarthy .The Man, 

\ j The Senator,-Tire'- "y\ 1 ‘ / 

^ ... .1 • • " ANOSESOM-.lef.t : ' the • -employ of Drew FEARS ON v ahd‘:with FrSiTBLtU-ENTHAL" 

b i formed a partnership... „hr -ANDERSON and. PEARS OH wrote ,r Tfie U/.SJ.A.- 
Second Claes:. Power?" .- AImDERS'ON i*i"-1956 wrote "The Kefauver Story." 

< - - - - ^ / - ’' - 

\ -Subjer.t.-.wae attacked by WestbrooVrEGLFR in his newspaper' column. 

"PEuLER -alleged ^rat ANDERSON when a ci\p^Sian reporter in China-during ~ 
V.-orld War II r:ad^ worked for the C-I paper CHINA'LANTERN and by means of 
his editorial, policy fomented trouble among the military personnel which 
- was just short, .of mutiny. ' .- . * ' 

• Nothing current is known of Subject or his activities. 


X\k 




Oato/$£fiJr 
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27 November 1961 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD: 

SUBJECT: Inquiry by ( jack An ders^u^oncerning a Reported Story 
of a CIA Employee 

N " ■ ■■ ■ ^ ■ *' 

1* Reference-is made to the story supposed to be circu- 
- lating in Georgetown that a CIA official on sabbatical leave, lived in 
Maryland, had a wife, three children, a white Ca dil lac and bi s 
wife had banked approximately a million dollars in a Swiss bank 
account. Jack Anderson was supposed to be endeavoring to develop 
the story. .. . . . ' • \ ■ 



A 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20505 


B AUG 19,77 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

Attorney at Law 
2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20036 


Dear Mr. Dobrovir: 


This response is in compliance with the understanding 
reached between our Office of General Counsel and yourself 
on 26 July 1977, regarding the Privacy Act request of your 
client, Mr. Jack N. Anderson. - : : 

Herewith, therefore, are the documents constituting the 
first part of the above agreement. They have been carefully 
reviewed and our determinations are as follows: ' 

Enclosed, Tab A, are those documents which are being 
released to you in. their entirety; they are identified as: 

Tj acumen, ts ' -t 


T 

. ^re.s:s 

I t em: for 

the 

BCI, 

23 

March 1972. 

•7... 

jp-res:s; 

Item for 

the 

DCX, 

15 

February 

1972. 


'Press 

Item for 

the 

DC I , 

15 

February 

1972. 

4 . 

"PrgTt: 

Item for 

the 

DC I, 

22. 

February 

.1972. 


5. Letter, 4 June 1971. 

6 ... Memorandum for the Record, 11 January 1974. 

7. Department of Commerce letter, 27 May 1966. 

8. ' Uadi o. -TV memorandum, 4 September 1973. 

9. Article, 30 March 1972. 

10. Article, undated. 
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11. Article, 15 March 1973. 

12. Letter, 29 October 1974. 

13-14. Memorandum, with article, 22 September 1975. . 

15-16. Memorandum, with attachment, 28 May 1975. 

Enclosed also. Tab B, are documents which are being released 
to you in segregable form. Deletions in the copies listed below 
were made pursuant to the exemption provisions of pertinent sub¬ 
sections of the Privacy Act. These are identified with each 
record listed and an explanation of their applicability is pro¬ 
vided after all records have been described. 

Documents Exemptions 


17. 

Memorandum, 

21 April 1966. 

(b) 

18. 

Memorandum, 

25 April 1966. 

r;4 Cb) ■ 

19. 

Memorandum, 

7 September 1966. 

Cb), Cj)Cl) 

20. 

Memorandum, 

10 July 1967. 

Cb), (j)(l) 

21. 

Memorandum. 

19 July 1967. 

&':Cb) ] ■ ; 

22. 

M.em.o,r andtm ,. 

20 July: 1967. 

::7b>; : : 

2.3 . • 

Memorandum:,, 

26 August 1567. 

(b), (j)(l) 

2.4' 

' Mesoxand.ua,, 

17 August 1967... 

. .(!>), 0)C1) 


'Memo randiim:. 

5 September 1967. 

: : Cb), (j)(l) 

,d.,Q 

Memorandum, 

1.9 March 1968.. . 

Cb),0)00 

274: 

' .Memorandum,. 

29 April 1968. 

Cb) 

* 

QO 

CM 

Memorandum, 

7 November 1968. 

00, OKI) 

29.... 

' Memorandum, 

3 February 1969. 

Cb) 

.30. 

Memorandum, 

14 October 1969. 

4 : cb) • : 

31. 

Memorandum, 

19 May 1969. 

Cb) • 

32. 

Memorandum, 

19 January 1971. . 

Cb), Cj) Cl) 
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33. 

Memorandum, 

1 ] 

March 1971. 

(b), UKD 

34. 

Memorandum, 

23 

March 1971. 

Cb) 

35. 

Memorandum, 

14 April 1971. 

lb), OKI) 

36. 

Memorandum, 

undated. 

GO, O) (l) 

37. 

Memorandum, 

21 May 1971. 

Cb), 0)C» 

38. 

Memorandum, 

14 

September 1971. 

GO, Cj)Cl) 

39. 

Memorandum, 

17 

September 1971. 

Cb), CjKi) 

40. 

Memorandum, 

21 

September 1971. 

Cb), 0)CD 

41.. 

Memorandum, 

22 

September 1971. 

• Cb) 

42. 

Memorandum, 

23 

September 1971. 

00, OKI) 

43. 

Memorandum, 

24 

September 1971. 

Cb) iy'ySy-- 

44. 

Memorandum,. 

6 January 1972. 

cb), cj)ci) 

45. 

Memorandum.,. 

10 January 1972. 

(b) 5 Cj)(1) 

46. 

Memor andum, 

11 

January 1972. 

Cb), (j)CD 

47. 

M£.m.or.andum: >; 

17 

January 1972. 

Cb), (j)Cl) 

48.- 

• Memor saidam.,.. 

20 

March. 1972 Y 

• (b) Y Ci) Cl) 

49:. 

.Memorandum., 

22 

March 1972 . 

■■ cb) ■/'y: ; y' 

'SO:. 

Memorandum 

23 

March 1972. : ' 

Cb), Cj)CD 

5'1... 

Memorandum., 

6 April 1972. 

Cb), Cj)(i) 

5 2:,.. 

Memorandum 

4 May 1972. 

Cb) , Cj) Cl) 

55. 

.Memorandum, 

10 

May,1972. 

Cb), OKI) 

54. 

.Memorandum, 

19 

May 1972. 

Cb), Cj) Cl) 

55. 

Memorandum, 

30 August 1972. 

(b) , Cj) Cl) 

56.. 

Memorandum, 

31 

August 1972. 

Cb) 

57. 

Memorandum, 

11 

December 1972. 

cb) r cj) ci) 
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1' ■ 

* ■ * ■ 

* 58. 

Memorandum, 22 December 1972. 

CD 


59. 

Memorandum, 5 January 1973. 

on 

a) (D 

60. 

Memorandum, 1 February 1973. 

(b) 

• ■ 

61. 

Memorandum, 2 February 1973. 

..(b) 


62. 

Memorandum, 2 March 1973. 

(b) 


63. 

Memorandum, 7 March 1973. 

(b) 

■77/777777 

64. 

Memorandum, 21 March 1973. 7 

- (b) , 

a) (D 

65. 

Memorandum, 27 March 1973. 

(b) 

’ : .7 ; - 

. 66. 

Memorandum, 28 March 1973. 

(b) 

7V • /7 - ; 7 ‘ : \ 

67. 

Memorandum, 29 March 1973. 

CD 

. .v; 7 > -777. * 

68. 

Memorandum, 30 March 1973. 3- 

- (b) 

7 7.,:‘-7\ 777 c| 

69. 

Memorandum, 10 April 1973. 

CD 7 

odcd 7 ; 

* ■ 

o 

Memorandum, 8 March 1960. 

•(b),. 

(j)(D ;7 

/ ’ ■ 71-72. 

Routing - and Record Sheet, with 
attached memorandum, 12 July 1967. 

■(b). 

a) a) 7 .7:7 

73. 

.Memorandum, 2.1 May 1974. 

O), 

0)0) 

'• ' 7 74.. 

’ 'Memorandum,, 13 April 1973. . . 

CD 7 

:a7Ci)';' : 7:7^ 

■ • ' . 75* 

Memorandum;, .39 March 1973. . 

■ 7 a) CD 7 77.7 7 | 

■ f*r ■*: ' 

• 1 / U'* ■ 

Memorandum, 7 December 19 72. _ 

CD 7 

(j) (D 


Note, 11 October 1973. 

CD 

■ .' ' 7 77 .7 ■ 

78.* 

Memorandum, 17 April 1974. 

CD 7 

(j) a) ' 

• . : 75. 

. 'Memorandum. ,. 17 March 1972. 

CD , 

0)0) 

' 8Q-.,'. 

Journal, 3 December 1974. 

O), COO), 

00 CD 

81. 

Memorandum ,. . 17 March 1972. 

Cl) CD , (h)(1) 7 

823 

i 

Memorandum, 8 January 1974. 

0)0) 

ft 

w , 

i , . ’■ 

l * 

i ■ .. ■ . ’ . '• 

ij 

! . . , . ■ 
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83-84. 

Memorandum, with article, 

20 October 1972 . 

om), mci) 

85. 

Memorandum, 19 September 1972. 

(5 no 

86. 

Article, 20 July 1973. 

0)6) . 

• 

r"* 

CO 

Memorandum, 30 November 1973. 

CJ 5 (13 7: : ' ; 1 

• 

CO 

CO 

Memorandum, 4 January 1973. ■ 

7c»a)7;7'/7 ; ;: 

89-90. 

. 

Article, with Radio -TV attachment, 
9 October 1972 . 

nmo 

31. 

Document, 12 April 1974. 

oar, mo 

92. 

Cable, 12 August 1958. 

(b), a)U), ■ \ 
mci) t a 

95. 

Cable, 20 January 1972. 

ora), mar 

' 94. 

Cable, 5 September 1973. 

0)0), mo 

95. 

Cable, 14 February 1975. 

0)a), m a) 


Cable,' 14 February 1975. Vi/'ri;; 

0)0), (k) Cl) 

57. 

.Cable, 4 September 1973. 

0)0), 0)0) 

9 a.. 

Cable.,: 22 March 1972. _ . . . 7 

0)(1), (k) (1) 

• 99... 

’ Cab 1 e '.J' 6 " Mar ch 19 7 3 . ' 

. 0)6)', Ck)(i) 

"T r: 
JL.i.liJ... 

' Cable ,; 15 March 1973. ' 7 7-‘:7 : 1.7 

0)0) , (k)O) 

• 101,. ■. 

Cable, 17 April 1972. 7/7. '.-.7 7 

(b), 0)0), 

(10 CD 

. 102. . 

Cable, 20 July 1975. 

0)0), (k)(l) 

103. ' 

Cable, 2 August 1973. 7 : 

0)0), (k) (1) 

- 104.. 

cab le ,, 2 0 July 197.5 . _ , ( * 

0)0), (k) (1) 

. 105. 

Cable, 18 June 1973. 

0)0), (k) Cl) 

106. 

Cable, 18 January 1972. 

0)0), (k) Cl) 

107-8. 

Memorandum, with news article 
attached, 19 September 1974. 

0)6), mci) 
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109. 

Memorandum, 24 June 1975. 

W> C3JC1J . 

wee 

110. 

Memorandum, 13 September 1972. 

00, OKI), 

coco 

111. 

Cable, 

20 July 1973. 

COCO, w co 

112. 

Cable, 

24 July 1973. 

OHO, COCO 

113. 

Memorandum, 8 November 1955. 

■ ■ Jk .- 

(b)» a) CD, ; 

. (k) (1) . 

114. 

Cable, 

15March 1972. 

”*00, (j)(D » 


• - 


A" CD (1) 

115. 

Cable, 

21 March 1972. ; y 

coco, coco 

116. 

Cable, 

22 March 1972. 

CO CO, coco 

117. , 

Cable» 

22 March 1972. 

Cj) Cl) , (k) CD 

118. 

Cable, 

22 March 1972. 

CO CO, coco 

119. 

Cables 

22 March 1972. 

COCO, CO CO 

120. 

Cable. 

22 March 1972. 

0)CD, COCO 

121. 

V . • 

Cable, 

23 March 19 72 . 

coco, coco 

1 22“*. 

'.Cable 

.24 March 197.2. 

0) CO, CO Cl) 

1.2371. ■ 


IS .March:-. IS 

0) CO .. CO CO 

124;.'. 

Cable,, 

23 March' 1972. 

COCO, coco 

1 O c 

J- »...■• 

Cable, 

24 April 1972. . 

'COCO, coco 

126.. 

,'C.able,... 

3 April 1972. "'A- 

coco, coco 

127'. 

ci a o i.e, 

24 May 1972 . ./■ ; A-v 

Cj) CO, coco 

128. 

. Cable, 

11 September 1972. 

coco, coco 

129.. 

Cable, 

9 September 1972. 

COCO, COCO 

130. 

Cable, 

21 January 1971. 

CO CO , co co 

131. 

Cable, 

27 April 1972. 

COCO, COCO 


«r 
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109. 

r r» 

Memorandum, 24 June 1975. 

Cb)> 0)0), 
CD CD 

110. 

Memorandum, 13 September 1972. 

00, OKI), 
00(1) 

Ill. 

Cable, 

20 July 1973. 

0)0), CD CD 

112. 

Cable, 

24 July 1973. 

( 3 ) Cl) CD Cl) 

113. 

Memorandum, 8 November 1955. 

Cb), 0)0), 

oc)cn 

114. 

Cable, 

15 March 1972. 

:> Cb), 0)0). 
CD CD 

H 5 v 

Cable, 

21 March 1972. v b; 

0)0), CD CD 

116. 

Cable, 

22 March 1972 ."'2 ■■ VV'V'b' 

0)CD, CD CD 

117. 

Cable, 

22 March 1972. /2 V;/V>j 

0)CD, CD CD 

118. 

Cable, 

22 March 1972. 

0) CD, CD CD 

119. 

Cable, 

22 March 1972. 

0)0), CD Cl) 

120. 

'Cable, 

22 March 1972. 

0)0), CD CD 

121,. 

Cable, 

23 March 1972. VV; 

0)0), CD CD 

122. 

Cable, 

2.4; March 1972. 

0) CD, CD CD 

"T rp'rr- 

Cable... 

:2JL March. 13.72., '"■■■ 

O) CD,. CD CD 

X24v 

.UaDie, 

28: March 1972. 

0)0), CD CD 


.Cables, 

24' April 1972. • . . , 

0)0), CD CD 

12.6 V 

.'Cable 

5 April 1972. 

0) Cl) > CD CD 

1.27, 

cable, 

24 May 1972 . 

0) CD, CD CD 

128:, 

Cable, 

11 September 1972. 

0)Cl), CDO) 

129V 

Cable, 

9 September 1972. 

0) CD, CD CD 

130 • 

Cable, 

21 January 1971. 

0)0), CD CD 

131. 

Cable, 

27 April 1972. 

O) CD, CD CD 


tC 
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132. 

Cable, 

12 May 1972. 

OKI), 

Ck) Cl) 

. 133. 

Cable, 

12 May 1972. 

OKI), 

CD Ci) 

134. 

Cable, 

27 January 1971. 

; 0)0), 

CD Cl) 

135. 

Cable, 

6 March. 1973. 

0)0), 

CD Cl) 

136. 

Cable, 

11 September 1972. 

OKI), 

CD CD 

137. 

Cable, 

18 June 1973. / 

'. .0)0), 

CD CD 

138. 

Cable, 

22 April 1972. 

*0)0), 

CD (1) 

’139. 

Cable, 

April 1972. 

0) CO => 

Ck) CD 

140. 

Routing Sheet, 27 February 1973. 

00, 0)0), 
0)0) 

141. 

Cable, 

22 January 1972. 

Cb) , 0)0). 
0)0) 

. 142. 

Memorandum, 19 August 1957. 

: 0)0), 

CD CD 

143... 

• .Cable, 

25 February 1972 . 

0)0), 

Ck) Cl) 

•; ■";'■/ 144., 

, .Cable , 

18 February 1975. 

0) O), 

Ck) CD 

.. 145. 

Cable, 

23 March 1976. 

(b) , 0 ) 0) , 

cao) 

‘ : ' 146. 


5 August ' 1974.' ' ’// ' v ;/, ; / ; 

okdV 

Ck) CD 

_ ■ .147.. 

/Cable j. 

28 May 1970. ..// 4.'/ ■/'•' /'CV-'. 

0)CD> 

Ck) CD 

: 14 8:. 

■ ..Cable, 

1.8, March 19 72. 

Cb), 0)0), 
CD O) 

149". 

.Cable, 

2 0 March 1972. ./ ; 

okd ; 

Ck) CD 

i cry 

Cable,; 

2 0 March 1972. / >'V 

/OKI), 

Ck) CD 

% u*T 

Cable, 

14 April 1972. : 

Cb) , CJ) C1), 
O) ci) 

' ' 152. 

Memorandum, 11 May 1972. 

00, OKU, 
0 )0) 

153. 

Memorai 

idum, 2 August 1974. 

G>K OKD> 
CD CD 
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3f. ■ „ - 

IV • *' 1? 

i ■ ' * 7 ’ * 

:< ‘ . v :4 

9* Mr ** 


■./’I 

s 

154. 

.. ■ 8 • ^ ■ / 

Memorandum, 10 October 1975. 

OHO. 

00 Cl) - 


155. 

Memorandum, 18 April 1975. 

Cj)CD, 

00 CD 


156. 

Cable, 23 April 1972. 

OHO , 

CD CD 


157. 

Cable, 6 April 1972. 

Cb) » O) CO . 

00 Cl) 


158. 

Cable, 20 January 1971. - 1 

Cb) , 0)(1). 

Cb) Cl) 

• ■■"■■- ■ • ; t 

159. 

Memorandum, 30 October 1964. 

Cb) , 0) C1) . 

. Cb) Cl) 


160. 

Memorandum, March 1973. 

0)0), 

CD CD 

161 

-62. 

Official Routing Slip, with article 
-attachment, 23 March 1973. 

Ci)Ci) 



163". 

Memorandum , 20 October 1972. 

Cj) CD > 

CD CD 


164-.. 

Memorandum, 26 October 1972. 

(j) CD > 

CD CD 


255... 

Memorandum , 12 October 19 72. 

Cj)CD> 

CD CD 


1.56.... 

: Eoufing' and Record Sheet,. . 

2.0 October- 1972 . 

Cj) Cl) 9 

00 O) 

... j ;167 

-68... 

Memorandum., with attachment, ^ 

.20 Get obex 1972. . : : '’T- ;t- 

Ci) CD > 

CD C D : h ; 

169 

-70- 

Memorandum, with attachment, 

.19 March 1975. 

Cb), Cj) Cl) , 

CD CD 


171 . 

Memorandum, 12 February 1974. 

Cj)Cl) » 

CD CD 


X7'2 

Memorandum, 29 March 1974. 

Cj)CD , 

CD CD ; 


17 3 .. 

Article, 21 September 1972. 

Cj)Cl) , 

Cb) (1) 

174 

- 78. 

Transmittal Slip, Memorandum, 
and three.attachments, 10 January 
.1967. 

Cj) Cl) > 

CD CD 

179 

-90. 

Twelve news articles, between 17 
December 1971 and 15 January 1975. 

Ci) Ci) > 

Cb) cd ; 


191. 

Transmittal Slip, 16 October 1972. 

0 ’ . , ’ ’ * * 1 ■ 

0)U) 




■ . ■ ' ' ' ; •' 

' ■' • • ’• • 
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192-94. Official Routing Slip, with (j) (1) 

Memorandum and Article, 24 October 
1975. ■ ^ ' V •••* VD 

195-97. Memorandum, with article and (j) (1) , (k) Cl) 

Routing and Record Sheet, 

17 December 1974. 

198. Background Reading Sheet, 12 June (j)(l) 

.... 1972.- ... :.yV;.,L D'. 

199. Routing and Record Sheet, 19 Ajpril ,t(j) (1), (k) (1) 

1971. ■ v.'~^ 


200. 

Official Routing Slip, 13 January 
1972. ■. 

r ; cnci) ;C 

201-3. 

• . ; 

Routing and Record Sheet, with 
attached article and statement, 

16 January 1975. 


204. 

Journal entry, 13 March 1968. 

(b) 

205. 

Journal entry, 14 March 1968. 


206. 

Memorandum:, .28 September 1970. : 

CJ)(i), wcu 

.•20 7-8. '• 

letter to Editor, with attachment, 
„2J October 1975. 


LO.209~. 

Letter 14 May 1974. ; 


210. 

Letter, 14 May 1975. 



Transmittal Slip, with, two attach- 
nests.; .January 1973. . 

i d) CD : 

2:14.... 

'..'.Letter, 19 March 1973, 

(j > CD > (k) (1) 

215. 

Memorandum, 15 March 1973. 

CiDCD, (k) (l) 

216-17. 

Letter, with, article attached, 

16 March 1973. 

(3) CD, (k) (1) 

213-22.. 

Five identical Letters (as #216 
above) for different recipients, 

16 March 1973. 

Cj) CD > (k) (!) 
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The following documents are being withheld in their 
entirety. The withholding exemptions are given with each document 
cited. • 



Documents 

Exemptions 

223. 

Memorandum, 7 June 1973. 

00, Ci)CD 

224. 

Journal, 12 August 1975. . 

(b) ..-Mi - 

225. 

Journal, 9 May 1974. ; PpD. : 

W(i)l 

226. 

Journal, 6 May 1974. .... P : /p-Dp:-- 

‘OHD, 00 CD 

227. 

Journal, 27 December 1973. . " v 

Cj) CD / 00 CD 

228-33. 

Routing and Record Sheet, with 
five attachments, 28 February 1975. 

Cb), 0) CD » ■ 
00 CD 

234-35. 

Memorandum, with attachment, *P’pP 

10 January 1967. PM . :vp/p;Ppp 

00 , a HD 

236-37. 

Routing Slip, with attached memor- : 
andum, 16 June 1975. 

^p 

238-40.. 

•‘Routing Silo, with 2 attachments, 

"-.11 April 1975. • ■■ : P . M-ppP 

tt>), CD CD 

.241. 

Memorandum, 6 January 1971. PPpy"; 

CD CD, CD CD 
.Ck) ; C2) , ;Ck) (5) 

24 zj: 

; Memo ran d.ur^ ZS J tins- 1971 ;;p pPpp- •. 

Cj}Ci>V r WCD 
Ck)C2), Ck)C5) 

243 -44„ 

.Memoraudum., with attached memor-P.: ; . 
sndum o.f 2 September 1975, . 

1.7 August 1975.. A: ppi’y.' 

Cb), CDCD Pm 
. 00 Cl) 

24 5 . 

' Memorandum,. 1.3 February 1975. p p.M 

Cb), CD CD, 
CD CD 

246.. 

. '.Memorandum, 12 February 1975. P 

Cb), CD CD, 
CD Ci) . ■ 

24 7. 

Memorandum, 6 February 1975. 

Cb), Ci) (l), 
CD Ci) 

248. 

Memorandum, 14 January 1975. 

Cb), CD CD , 
CD CD 
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\ - '. . • i. / . v V ' . * t * 

249. 

Tfemorandum, 28 March 1972^ 

GO, Cj)CD, * 
00 (l) 

250. 

Cable, 17 April 1972. 

Cb), Cj)CD, 

Ck) CD 

251. 

Cable, 15 April 1972. 

Cb) , Cj) Cl) , 

Ck) (1) 

252. 

Cable, 4 January 1972. 

Cj) CD » (k)Cl) 

253. 

Cable, 6 September 1973. 

• ' • ■ V” •' >' . , ' / ■ . : . 

b Cb) , Cj) Cl) , 

Ck) CD 

2 54. 

Cable , 6 September 1973. 

Cb), Cj)CD, 

Ck) CD 

2 55. 

Cable, 2 September 1973. 

Cb), Cj)CD > 

Ck) Cl) . 

256. 

Cable , 3 September 1973. 

: Cb); cjVcD , 

Ck)Ci)-.;i.,, ; .;^ 

257. 

Cable, 5 September 1973. • 

Cb), Cj) Cl) , 

; ; . Ck) CD 

258. 

Cable , 4 May 1973. ' '.A' 

Cb), Cj)CD, 

f-U-m 

259... 

__.ca.fcle, 15 January 1972 . 

Cj) (i) ,; CD CD ; 

Z6&/ 

ji_,abj..e - .i j- 15/ 1 ~ 

Wcif 

161 :....: 

■::CabIe,, : ' 1.4 January 1972 . 

Cj) (1) , CD CD 

262.*' 

Cable,. 17 January 1972 . 

Ci)CD , CD CD 

2631 

Cable, 18 April. 1972. 

Cb) , (j) CD , 

Ck) Cl) 

264. 

Cable, 20 June 1974. ‘ 

Cj)CD, Ck)CD 

265.,, 

Memorandum, 17 October 1975. 

Cb), Cj)CD , 

Ck) CD 

-67. 

Memorandum, with attachment, . . 
10 January 1975 . . , 

Cb), Cj)CD , 

CD CD 

268. 

Memorandum, 22 October 1975. 

Cb); Cj)CD, 

CD CD 
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•% H/j*% 

> .. ' -‘i 

■* 

269. 

Memorandum, 23 November 1973. 

oo, oho, 
0)0) 

270 . 

Memorandum, 1 June 1971. 

o.), 0 ) 0 ), 

00 Cl) 

271. 

Memorandum, 17 July 1972. 

00, 0)0), 
0)0) 

272. 

Cable, 18 February 1975. 

0)0), 0)0) 

273. 

Cable, 14 February 1975. 

«s 

0)0), 0)0) 

274. 

Cable, 5 December 1974. 

/ Cj)(l), Ck)(l) 

275 . 

Dispatch, 21 June 1971. 

(b), Cj)CD> 

. (k)(l) 

276. 

Memorandum, 1 March 1972. 

(b) , CD(1) , 

: CD CD //-::. 

277. 

Cable, 23 March 1972. 

(b) , (j)(1) , 

:/ (k)(l) . 

278. 

Cable, 23 March 1972. 

; Cb), (j) (1) , 

: CD CD 

279 ./ 

Cable , 2S March 197 2. ' 

CD CD > CD Cl) 

280.. 

..Cable.., 27 March 1972. 

00, Cj)CD , 

O) CD 

28.1... 

Cable, .14 April 19 72. 

0)0), 0)0) 

o* r> •**? 

C..G £...*.. • 

Cable, 1.7. April 1972:. 

0)0), 0)0) 

'TO X' • 

L$r\J-.^f- a . 

Cable,. .1.5 April 19 72 . 

0)0), O) 0) 

284. 

..Cable, 22 May 1572 . 

. 00, OKI), 
0)0) 

2 8 SI 

Cable, .17 May 1972 . - 

/ 0) CD, Ck) CD 

286 . 

Cable, 3 July 1972. 

00 , 0)0), 
CD CD 

28 7. 

Cable, 29 June 1972. 

00 , (j) CD , . 
Ck) CD 
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288. 

Cable, 13 September 1972. 


(b), (j)d). 
00(1) 

289. 

Cable, 24 September 1972. 


(D)(1), 00 (D 

290 . 

Cable, 28 September 1972. 


(5) (X) , 00 CO 

291. 

Cable, 12 October 1972. 


(D)(1), 00(1) 

292. 

Cable, 16 October 1972. 


(D)(1), 00(i) 

293. 

Cable, 10 May 1972. 


(d)(1), 00CD 

294. . 

Cable, 8 September 1972. 


(b), (d)(D, 
(k)(D 

295. 

Cable, 26 April 1972. 


(b), (d)(D, 
(k)(l) 

296. 

Cable, 26 April 1972. 


(D)(1), (W(l) 

297. 

Cable, 29 February 1972. 


(j) CD, 00 (i) 

298,. 

Cable, 1 May 1972. 


(d)( 1), 00 (i) 

299 , 

Cable, 21 January 1971. 

•• ;■ V; 

1 ;(d) (l), 00 (l) 

300 

Cable, 7 March 1973. 


(b), (D)(1), 
'(DO) 


50.1, 

Cab le, • 

8: September 1972;..,, 

(d)(1). 

(b) (1) 

3 0.2... ' 

Cable ... 

22. .March 19 72.... 

(b), (d)( 1) 
’(b)(1) 

303. 

■Memox.ar 

idura, 3 May 1972. - 

. (b) , (d)(D , 

: (k)(i) 

3 04 ... . 

.. Cable.., 

April 19 72 .■ 

. (d)(D, 

(b)(1) 

30.5.1, 

Cable, 

24 April 1972. 

(d)(1). 

(V.) (1) 

306.:. 

Cable, 

22 April 1972. 

1 .(d)(1), 

(b) (1) 

307.. 

Cable, 

25 April 1972. 

(D)(1), 

(b)(1) 

30 8 ... 

Cable, 

24 April 1972 . 

(d)(1). 

■00 (1) 

309 . 

Cable, 

26 February 1975. 

(d)(1) , 

00(1) 
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310. Cable, 25 February 1975, (b) , (j)Cl), 

DO Cl) 

311. Memorandum, 14 March 1975. (b) , (j)(l)> 

00 ( 1 ) 

312. Memorandum, 7 May 1971. (b), (j)(1), 

CD Cl) , : 

313. Memorandum, 10 August 1972. (b) , (j)(1), 

(k) (1) 


314. Memorandum, 13 January 1975. (b) , (j)(l). 



D. ■ .’ v : 

00(1) 

315. 

Cable, 13 January 1972. ■ 

Cj)(D, (k) (1) 

316. 

Cable, 25 February 1972. 

(3) CD , (k) (1) 

317. 

Cable , 14 J ami ary 1972 . 

(j) CD , 00 CD 

318. 

Cable, 12 January 1972. . • 

(j)(1) , (k)(1) 

319. 

Cable, 5 February 197 2. 

CDCD, (k) (1) 

320. 

Cable, 12 January 1972. ; a'?.;!'- 

(3) CD, (k) (1) 

321. 

Cable , 12 January 1972. 

O) CD, 00 CD 

2 -26... 

.'Memorandiim.,, with four attachments, 
T9 January 1967. 

/Cl) CD, Ck)(i) 

; 3 27'... 

Cable;,. .11 January 1967 . 

(j) CD ,00 (D 

3'2'S".. 

Cable, IT October 1972. 

Cj)CD, 00 CD 

3 2 S-. ; 

'Memorandum, ’15 March 1973.. . . 

Cj) CD, 00 (D 

'330.. . 

.Attachment to Routing Sheet of 

20 October 197 2. • ' - 

Cj ) CD , 00 CD 

5.31.- 

Memorandum, 16 October 197 2. 

CDCD, (k) CD 

,33 2.. 

Memorandum, 21 September 1972 . 

CD CD', (k) Cl) 

3-34-. 

Memorandum, with attachment, 

24. October 1972. 

Cj) CD , 00(1) 

3-36. 

Official Routing Slip, attach¬ 
ment, 24 October 1972. , 

Cj) CD , 00 CD 
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rh rh 


337. 

Memorandum, 7 June: 1971. -77 

cnci) 

T •' 

338. 

Memorandum, 13 September 1971. 

CDCi), 

00 Cl) 

339. 

Memorandum, 20 November 1964. / 

(bj 


340. 

Cable, 17 January 1972. “ .w/;' 7ill'.-;. 

(j) C1) , 

00 C D 

341. 

Cable, 17 January 1972. 

(j) (1) > 

00 Cl) 

342. 

Cable, 17 January 1972. 

A 

Cj) Cl) > 

00 C1) 

343. 

Cable, 18 January 1972. 

CD CD, 

00 Cl) 

344-45. 

Electrical transmission, with 
attachment, 9 December 1971. 

(5) CD, 

00 0) 


The Privacy Act subsections cited above applyias follows: y 

(b) applies to information concerning other individuals 
which may not be released without their written consent; ;; 

(5) (1) » in this case, applies to documents or segre- 
gable portions, of documents, release of Tv’hich v/ould disclose 
intelligence sources and methods, including names of Agency . 
employees- and organizationa.1 components ;and, documents 
or information provided by foreign governments ; . ..-v.; \b; 

(h)(1) applies to information and material properly : 
classified pursuant to Executive Order 11652 ; 

;■'(£) (2j . applies: to investigatory material compiled 
for law••■errforuement'.purposes., release of which would . u '■ 
.disclose- a. ^confidential source; ana, ■ • 7. • ; 

(1) C-5j applies: to investigatory material compiled 
solely .for the purpose ofdetermining suitability, ■ /l. 

ellgrib.iiixT, or qualifications for Federal civilian ’ 
employment:, or access to classified information, release 
of which would disclose a confidential source. 


• For purposes of clarification, you will note that subsection 
(b) has been cited above; this citation has replaced.the annotation 
“Privacy" used'in. our previous two responses. .. * V' : 1' 


! t ivacv * * 


Also, l have been advised by our General Counsel's Office 
hat you are withholding your appeal of 5 July 1977 pending our 
inal response to Mr. Anderson's request. To this, in accordance^ 
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with your requirement for an explicit date for completion, we v 
will have the balance of this request in your office on or 
before 19 August 1977. 


Sincerely, 


Gene F. Wilson 

Information and Privacy Coordinator 


Enclosures: a/s 
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2$ ^jrll 1966 


l&ZWW'Zl PCS *1322 ESHJEf XHHDCTC2 

S flBJSC tEs ' Coat act a -yith, Jterrrcserctatlves of Public fcfe&la end. Ife^ussfc for- Clearance * 

iv.-^d-r-V ; Listed belov is e smaasry c? corrtccta-vitix renrcseatativss publtcT.- 5 '. jV 

1 csdia.repeated. by. ^ccjrjperssaaa^t farjtbc.Jo-iiour period e gi U . ns .ig4» 

[ ; Kcdic BsTgesecfcgttve "• • -til-. SstQ ;/X ; y V : y Jgsncy Ccnrtect ••• -"■': 


.Sonar: 


' /Cfcck ikaierson^-^--t-r- ?:•'. .•'. V 21 £g-£J L„ Lol. Crosoa rur.: Cel» Gratae -called Ur^S-.^, .... 
!;'.. PCS’? ’ 'V-ir\. ' to find out-3f-Wbed rec^\.>“ 




1>, ■ 


y-?.th® IrdtafEatica oa-CIA, that 
t"- r: * ;■./.;•/CdU Grogan seat Mai.. Ur. ':, 

4 y .feders&a saidyfcfeefc'fcshJiGi 
■y .U : ;y received the aefcarielj. 'end fa 
y.: '■ yyV It very useful, :y " 


fl-fipEvo/t ^2 .•; •:;: 
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.vOfif.~[) 0 

^ *Jl SJ*ut H»s(>s***t ,,>0,CATC,f 


■n o d o 


S i Ar F 


OATC*T>w 8 C<?Ov(* 


102310Z 


DIRECTOR 




INFO: FILE 


D D roi^vzx 

0 #>*Tu»mTO .-- 


*»227flS ■■■:- ^ 

dissem ar=\ 

PER #T [ 


,. SI - POLL OWING- .IS QUOTE Or PART OF ARTICLE BY JACK ANDERSON-' 
ENTITLED "OORLD LEADERS” UHlCH APPEARED IN PARADE MAGAZINE . 1? ')■ ] 
JUNE 137 3 : QUOTE. ‘ : ^LE/VvYjj'TY'-; 

OF COURSE^, ELECTRONIC EAVESDROPPING IS OFTEN USES-T' IM 


BELGIUH A CIA OPERATIVE LEARNED THAT THE CHINESE C011HUMIST ''. 
EPS ASST WAS. PLANNING TO HOVE . HE QUICKLY LOCATED THE MEW ' C : > 
SITE ANS: RENTED. THE'HOUSE N E XT DO OR. B U GS U ERE PLACED 
• Iff THE . NEB EPS ASSY BEFORE THE CHINESE • MOVED •IN ► ..THE CIA . ‘ ■ E 
PICKED.-UP AM. EARFUL. BEFORE THE BUGS WERE EVENTUALLY. DIS- L-L,' 
COVEFES... ..UNQUOTE-'' . ", B'L;;/-' i>V/L'*'\.y ^-v. E-lV 

ABOVE aUOTE-.mSERIED OUT - OF CONTEXT IN ARTICLE' DEALING UITH ' 

1' L'L I GEN CEL-ASSES S BENTS OF WORLD LEADERS PARA ONE STORY' DOES' 


NOT FIT ANY KNOWN SET OF CIROJtlSTANCES IN 


AND UE HAVE MO 


TORY, ORIGINATED. UNLESS IT IS DISTORTION/HISUM DERSTANDIMG 


mm&m release 

Ogta * 3 0 NOV 1378 




CCO^ai^ATOtC O^X.1^3 


/*VTMS w»0>7)»*0 Ct *!* 


REPRODUCTION BY OTHER THAN- THS ISSUING OFFICE IS PROHIBITED . 


•s r rxp r t 


cdA&i/r-"*T3- 
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*0 D 0 0 0 0 

A\ • : ** . ■ 

\ .:■ : 

Wf 1>»C< h»HDOMl iNO'C'iro^ D*T<-Tflwr OtOU)' 


h»«dom; ihO'C^fo^ 


D*r<Ofiwt OtOu> 


STAFF 


DIRECTOR 


INFO: FIUE 


^er.lACt r*x**fr*K .«r 9 nuv*>»^. 


DiSSEMBY: 


0 »N3ft 0 

Q **»ru»>*TO „ 
D »>*» te> 


POUCHING ARTICLE* 

3• DEFER T0\ 
KOUEVER-, IN VIEU \ 

-3E -PREFERABLE INFORHI. 
QUARTER. 


-\: 


OATSrTfi 


naAV**a o^ic? i 


M/O' 


pen ir 


COMPROMISES. AND ATTENDANT PUBLICITY- 


JUDGMENT WHETHER NOTI 


fJ.UERY BY\ 


FYy .. OF ABOVE- 

> BELEIVE HAT. 


BEFORE THEY HEA'R STORY FRO ft ANOTHER 


cooROi*»AriNo 


Atrr>-»>^THiAv>>*o. oj»,-fca v* < 


coun'ir.MO/% 


REPRODUCTION BY OTHER THAN THE ISSUING OFFICE IS PROHIBITED \ 
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CT* rf 


. .BAA Response to Baseball Challenge 

» 

’ i * * • 

by Jack Anderson 


The Board of Directors of EAA met to discuss the. . 
challenge by Jack Anderson for his team to play an EAA 
baseball team. Since BAA only h'as softfiall teams, and - • 
this is the case of nearly all local amateur teams, the* 
Board addressed itself to softball competition.-' Advisors 
to the Board from the Office of. Security!^/' . 

were present at the meeting- 


1 * ' * * 


After ra general; discussionrofsthe ■matter;- - it i was> -;T 
the conseiisus o f. the Bo ard - tha t.; to lacceptirsuclrTa challenge 
could be disruptive to the existingileague schedule ;and 
could set a;precedent--which' would -make-it difficult' to 
refuse futute'"challenges from other groups-nv'ishingJ-to- --.; : 
obtain publicity by such an event. ’ The Board ..did, however 
wish- to make, clear the fact that if the Director prefers 6 
hat this challenge be: accepted, they believe a team can 
e organized; which-would, have no security!- impli- . 

• cations,. ■ y y 'V. 1 " - 


:l US' J 

public lty, 
who’ might 


>o.ax;d. defers ' to "theyAgency on the .questionstof * y 
.prohTerns asstigiated -.witK "the/spectators,; 


dLJU. h..CJTCL 


Vh/Vi:, 

% M /- •■ 5 

V 


< 

’ ? 

■* . . 


ppgVQ/K JS-. 

Do^ ? 


apphcveo for mm 
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CONFIDENTIAL 


ICIAL ROUTING SLIP 


T'.V'n 
> lAsi\ l'j i 


AWE ANP ADOrtES 


INITIAL! 


ACTIO!) 


APPROVAL 


COMMO/T 


.CO'NCURREKCE 


Hcm&rxs: 


DIRECT. REPLY 


DISPATCH 


i!)ron:.?ATio 



PREPARE REP 


P.lL’OMM EHOATi ON 



• After careful analysis we did not feel 

(contrary to my initial impression) that we are o 
.sound enough ground to do a point-by-painf 
rebuttal i However / ' y " lour Watergate 
expert) did put the attached' tog Other . vvhic.lv you 
may find soinb use tor at sonic ..jiirifc, perhaps 
jyjciruiy to twit Anderson» . /J /,■ 

- Jo.jyi Si Warner 


FOLD HEKB TO RETURN TO SENDER 


General 


10/24/75 














































The account by Messrs . Anderson and Whitten in their column entitled 
"CIA Water-gate Cover-up'detail" in the 2-1 October edition of the W ash in gton 
Post seems rather selective in the facts it chose to use to conclude that CIA 
attempted to obstruct the Watergate investigation. The facts show.that the 
leadership of the Agency attempted to keep the Agency out of the Watergate’ 
tangle ancl, when they finally had some appreciation of the situation, stooci up 
and flatly refused to become a party to the affair. ^ 


As early as 17 June 1972 the CIA began to respond to requests for 
information that were requested by the FBI. In connection therewith, the CIA 
had at least ten conversations or contacts with the FBI prior to 22 June.—the 
date of the first indicated contact in the Anderson column. Further, as outlined 
in the column, the facts indicate that on 26 June—the first working clay following 
the 23 June meeting between Acting Director Gray., and-Deputy Director Walters-- 
the officials of the CIA, particularly General Walters, refused to cooperatewith 
the requests of the Nixon White House. Unfortunately, this stand was not 
immediately communicated to the FBI; however, two points are clear: First, the 
CIA. officials refused to continue to cooperate with the requests, and, second. 


everyone mvoi' 


ed to continue to cooperate with the requests, and, second, 

'■'in/the-'Wadergate matter quickly became.aware of thus position- 


trie-. most.cour 


The factsvof this matter unequivocally lead to the conclusion, that the CIA 
officials acted .in. the m-ost.courageous manner imaginable, particularly in view 
of the pressures-that 'were: brought to bear on them. Messrs . Anderson and 
Whitten should be-the first to stand up and .recognise this rather than condemn 


In. hindsight if is .easy to criticize and suggest that CIA officials should 
have acted differently in several instances; the point remains, clear overall, 
however, mar-notwith standing the tremendous and extreme pressure from the 
highest levels of the United-States Government , these officials stood out as 
refusing to he involved or participate iii the. "Watergate.Cover-up 
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’ ’ * lor cftiitf reft next year.-', .. 

I>2er;ry(J|>-Hox»Wil vj, : . 

jH * „ —.Ji* A '/?-* :'0 

~~vr -. W -•• *Ar. 


vcy ciucvit ~A.'- 4 u;p:»>jfcr-^ 


J.-.-—" » - ~.T 


5 . By jaci« Anc^rsi^. 

> .4iVI jkw. 'Whitten .. * ; 
t The full story can now be 
{old bow top CfA officials,;, 
working with the Nixon White. 
House/ attempts] to obstruct • 
the Watergate investigation.. 

-L From. sources* -in the-r 
prosecutor's office, the FBI 
‘and the CIA' itseltrwe have . 
dug * out new details that 
\iichten the'case against the.- 


the FBI: “Don^ go any' fur- . v. acerbate.. xiai 
ther into this case/V Nixon * . suggested- tnat nuu 
suggested that' Haldeman- investigation- ; mignt 
' explain. “this- would:open .the or* Pigs- occreb 

wholeBay of Pigs thing.’’ • -a;.;*', disputed tm^. Ha.cu 
“J. dune .White _sistec,. nevertneles 

-‘ House' counsel -John. W^Dcah- f ^V/alters^^otjCetnii 
;;; HI,,:, a ctl ag ,; on ;-Ha!dema n’s *: Gra 7 ; - "T'A^r. ' w {. 
*.. instructions;- telephoned Gray; Juny-£>,!:.#> pm- 
: to suggest that the CIA.was.•• telepnoneu.Gray to i 


suggested* that further FBI bcic)r to the V/niter 

inv&stigatio.a-’jmight expose- resisted. 

- Bay s ‘ oh-‘Pigs- ’secrets*. - Helms”;*- A wine, mg- Cl-V.-money** to* toe > 
-.disputed this; Haltismaa in— ^’^^rga^e attendants, saying 
sisted, nevertheless^Lthat. _A«»* exp^oiturw witii?n:.lh& * ? 
: ^VaUers^4notHelms—tallUos- Ul — ed .-Stales, had. to-be— ■ 
■ Qr a v.^1'r-h-i^foCongress.: yu-V—V' 
Jilnp.,.ft^-sarne--day;.VDea^; 
telcohoned'G'ray to'set up ah.*-i-?' SiCef ‘ Grs T 1° step*, the*.FBI " ; | 

*. - a nrAm*m>nK7nrWnU^rsY= ':lr. .^ICOXT*' mterVTTSWRg . two.’ key* 


3& versatinott. ^Ha.dema* / we^t is a^tha.stn,^. 1 


^■••investigation quic^^^ -Gray> - Kixoo ■ w. 
dev slop ad ma> some of to. . •_ 5:istnict ^j H a lde*nan: .^Just*; - , 


conspirators - an idea. They 
might he able to use the CIA to 
cover up their own connection 
>vith the crime Herd's how the 
plot developed 

f June 22 —The acting FBI 
director L. Patrick Gray III, 
ca I led QTA chief Ri c hard: 
•Helms to. ? sk- whether the CIA", 
had been involved in 
Watergate. H elm’s assured 
Gray that the CIA had nothing, 
toco with the-fcurglary. 

* June 1*3 s..rn..~” 




ORCHIDS 


deputy,. Vernorr Walters,* were.• 1 

summoned to V/hiti. House-F c 
aide. John D. Ehrlichmari’ 5 -.? 
0 ffi.ee. Haidema n joined them • \ 
and did most of the talking,;*’-. A* 
. He explained frankly that ' 
the Democrats were“taking 
.advant.age , V of the AYatergate ^ 

' break-in for political' pur- 1 

. -poses-. He* wanted' the 'CIA, . ( 
the ref ore, 1 0 a dvi se Gray *. hat ^ 

the EBL could jeopardize- a 2 
' covert .• -CIA. • ope ration. If;- Jt 4 
jcontvntfed digging inro*: the t 


investigation could upset, a .* on th&Cuban exiles, u -V 


-• covert CIA;: operation-In ^ vT - £ telephou^call io Gray, r 
,*r ’ iJexico but also suggested tbe*’* Dean »*im to *iO»C/ 0 tt v 

rt' .' investigation shouldn’t : go- - ^' .*^5 rv i e ;^ sn ?^^* 


Walters to-the-White 'Hb»scr-' Wa ^ er3 to^-say ho could no . 
and asked him whether Ihe- vX-Ionger-huld Xl? the Water so Lr^- 
CIA could put.up bail. forfche-A'..my.esligaUori ‘lof.protect the. 
Wa t erg a t e‘ del end a n tsa * Pea j? vv 1 ^ oy v r a tterr request^ - 

also wanted-the CIA;to pay duly p—Walter:delivered a * 
their saleries if they weresenb ^ €rn G rayv eornmg cl; 


‘■xj.a.airrau.cr..^ 

leims replied d 


to jail. Walters objected fed: 
th e C LA woul d be d es treyee i f 
it .- became known* that the 




j .^-*3 

| V4,9»,$s3- mta-.. 

S __:--- 

jt .. UMUoAC^?^AHV1.GIHS: 

| MiHhVPJkiJ ^ V02tr3>T3:*3- 

1 -————*" 

2 ^ , • f 0-; 

I” VlOITf 


vV a s n.i n g to 1 


2.4 0( 


1975 


;DS?1 

in c 


ms Or j?£SHS- 
Jb- >l^Hr 5?.Y 


i\Z 

WITH 

jj ID Trt. Gu 


k>^/ViO/X 0 


|CH5)S TMA5 Q|J 

j' f a ^ v •; yi .* .7 ,v ^ ^ I ^ ‘ 2 .t 1 

? r\ ~ '* *2 SFl' |;5 SASK 

3 *" ... •* t’i. 1 * tin- 

v ois ; j.;4 

I ) CO * J 0 i T - s M 5 O H j A L t } ;. r ! 

i qO 1 i] --— 

j * - Jg| fSv ^^- 

j DCOWOOO'J. : V! XF V5 ' j’I «Ai‘c 

j .vj'WramnatnftPi-i- 

CALL 573-5055' 52 ?^ 


OCUM 


HFA- * 




• In ciee-zt. 

Helms look carenoh 

to share. 

information with th;r 

prOHrlCUh. 

v'rs. He sought lo keep 

his own 5 

-Arts cl ea n in? tea d by 

routing 

t he. »n f o r :n a lie n t c> 

t h e n - A i 

torn c- y G*jner\-tl 

Iticherd 

G. K!eindienst and 

FBI chivi 

Grav, Whom Kick ns 

knew- vvt r 

•e Nixon loyalists. 


.0 PtiVe )?r. I-*C > 


for trx> f Irst .ti mShe ih emcr r 
-..disclaimed any CLA interest i» .= 
the Wa ierga to burgle rs or the-’ 
_ witnesses Dean had asked the" 

1 FBI not.to’Questier?. V/a 1 ters 
also told Gray thatItecould r?r>.- 
longerr-ask- hirrr Jo hold- up 7 
future, i InvesUgatiorrs. for. 
|i securityrcasows, / . * 

:*! V -The - .rnernc% ; incidentally;: 
i IdenUfioch vr Watergaicr- 
■{- ring!eadersiG'. Gordoe IJdchF* 
i and IS-JIoNvard Hunt Jr.* 

| wore tne?> known* la.lhe FBP* 
j 'only as GeorgeXconard and 
I! Kd V/arren*;. YoFGray locked. 

; the memo ir? Inssafe) v.-Ir:;onL-* 

| showing it Ux ihePBLaganla 
on the case. 

: The FoHowmg J'aU—* 

’» Walerbagger McCord 

(. wrote a series of letters to the 
| CfA detailing how he hoped'la 
' I avoid prosecutior, and to. 

| protect the CIA. Those letter;; 
i were reviewed by CfA counsel 
‘ | Lawrence .. Houston .and 
; director Helms, Yc*l they 

1 ! never; iclayed tills ciucird 
•material to the Wat ergo la- 
\ piosecutors. • . v 

j[ -Jndeird, Hclnislook.cartnot 
] to sfifiTCsin forma tier: with 'he* 

J : prosecitrvtTal ^sought to keep 
. I ) ,• i s own sk i rt s .clea7ri:ssl e:» cl by 
: tl ruulir.g the mlc;ma{ioh\to. 

It I n.-. n._ A ► f - -- f' -> 
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MEKORAKDUM FOR: The Record 


17 December 1974 


SUBJECT 


Report of Events Pertinent to Recent Expose of-Agency 
Operational Disguise Procurement Activities by Syndicated. 
Columnist Jack Anderson * • . • /».*.•*' 


1. This memorandum covers facts and events pertaining-to the J 

article published by Jack Anderson on 3 December 1974 in his syndicated . -ii 

column 8 ' hashing ton I-Terry-Co-Round > ’T^Th^ portion of the article subtitled -i-': 1 .' 
. ’’Hashed Identity” alludes to clandestine dealings'between a California. 

-make-up firm and a ’’mysterious federal intelligence unit”.- The extent 5 "l-JV* . 

of compromise to Agency activities, and the measures .undertaken to limit that. 
coicoromise are also indicated herein. TV. f/•". 


'Arthur Burdett,' had 
pir- _-.n.cas Timer mer. 


red. an tru 


/received, vcrd'.on 27 November thatan Anderson,:..legiaaajrmhfkid 
rontacfed . the. Director’s public relations representative^ • 
m:..reference to a; Washington., D.C. Main Post Office box - 
r<e-’ox • Burdett claimed ‘to be • . 

hrria .make-up firm and this name and address came up a's a ", ■■ 


.1 mm a. .maice—up 
Ls: : -.b:ox has. been i 


used by th< 


.-Section for a number’ of 




i .voice 


were considered but ' was usually the'go-betwaen. in our dealings with 

them so lie was asked to discretely, check to determine where the inquiries by 
the Anderson 'spademan had. been. made. ■ g . - . 

3. On Honday, 2TDecember,-. : called back anct informed us that ' -. 

he had found out nothing and the only one left to be considered was his ' ; . 

accountant who is not cleared and witting but-'did have access to invoices . .. 

which bore the name and address of the ;• 'Jwas instructed to • : 

check with the accountant and report his findings. . 


Jwas instructed to 


4. On Tuesday, 3 December the Anderson story was published. The infoc— 
:ion and detail, provided in the article was so precise it pinpointed our 
ilings with ’ in the third quarter of the 1974 calender year. The 

icrials described and their dollar amount matched . ; invoices sub— 

:ted in June and July. was called and informed of the 

:iclc. He said he had spoken to his accountant and received a somewhat 
:blcd answer. In view of the article and its content, he.would go back 
' question the accountant in more detail. ^3 s 

.. ' ■ 


WL4 
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- 2 -. 


Memo For: The Record 


SuVlecr i Report: 'of .1- vents Pertinent to lUv.ot Kxpose of Agency Operatiiouai 

J ‘ Disguise Procurement: Activities by Syndicated Columnist Jack Anderson 


5. Since the evidence seemed so slanted toward the accountant, discussions 

were held within ’as to an appropriate position on our part regard mg hrs.^ - 

disposition. An entirely neutral position was considered to be most appropriate.^ __ 

6. On the evening, of 3 December, 1.'. . / called one of the. - 

technicians at home and announced that his accountant had^admitted to an ^discretion 
and violation of professional trust. ;. -■/' .• . • *.3^^' 


7. The accountant is / manager or tne — : ... . - - -*V : A~ 

.- California. According, to tne.- - . ; . 

accountant, he met the reporter, Burdett, at a California cocktail party wnere .^ .• r 

th® subject of investigative reporting was being discussed- /was slxgncly 

intoxicated and- made reference in "general terms 1 * to a client of his who apparently :• 
was involved in secret dealings with what he guessed to be the FBX.^ . 

said he did not know-how the reporter obtained the detailed information ^ . .... 

published in the article.. ■ v - - j 

g • ' . 'y has now terminated his account with../ . j‘ and company . 

■ ~>nd r-eiriev-d all of records with. /no participation or advice on the part of y^- v 


the Agency. 


) assessment, or 


jpresent attitude is that 


simple regret and- sliame.. - •: ■ •. . ■ , F _ y V V; 

e : A11 use of ^ps ■ ; • ; ../addrhsswas suspenddd upon. the /;- :. ,• i / 

r^~^tion of Titsr compromise and two new post office boxes have been obtained 

Ji-f f Jrent^mes; 'arrdmir different flashing ton stations., Wien ..L ! xp-ter-^ 

w _^ -j *|. Tj c> .hr^* ?■&&■' lh/t> xiQT'plin.n'X tll>CiC he vlO££? SOinS CiSSS.LilECs, 

P. a ' ~nnd Zt~ls required that his accountant be cleared.".' i: 

D "tv .. jean be prepared: to present preliminary forms. ^ 

^^ a £?^rr^Otxa to ^”ih.c points, which Anderson’s column focused on “was the j.j 

c ?r •''' c h»ck as means of payment. This apparently seemed curious 

mn'the billing mSiasir'Changes will be made for a more ^ ^ ■ Jfunding 

tern. Since we have to assume that Anderson can name j; ;■if a°t the ^ , 

,__, r j _ T1 this matter even though he has chosen not to as yet, _ , y 




tame- 


use of a. U-.S 


:he billing 


systern. - 
At'?.ncv- 


■j ./.■ III. rCgalTu'. 
repre.s on ta Live s La tc-o f~the-ai 


rt! to the comororr.Ise of the 


techniques and 


t the darnan^e Is cstfx>vtt"cct to he cjun Lc; fi.inf,naX 

3 - . - "K • . 1 ^ . j. , . „ „ .1 


i^ewCr s l»<1nr fcrf.nl.ioc* currently practiced in the film industry » 
r-cllj carillfccial restore cion.- Tl.c ioportent P»i«t'ir. that no spccxflc 
onerncions or unique /operational ecployccnt of the iratcrrals vmc cot,. 


. 'operational employment of " the materials v:as compromised. 
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Memo 1 l 7 or: 

Subject : 


The Record . . h ' F*-*nose of A;;en«:y Operational A?.' 

Dis"uine^PtocurernentAc15.vities by Syndicated Columnist Jack Aaderso: 


Distribution: 

i - 

1 - .. / 

1 .:.:::. .. 
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The TTaililn'gton TI{ & EashtnctoxPOST 

mlilnU TlvwartsMEWFra 


w.iy, D-<r.i$r * .v j*~!1 - 


riwarts-MB w t ra 


1 /L^ 


. By Ja cic .IncZera on -. • •. [ 

An. Truestigatibn by the lie- 
■ nzrimeat ot Health. Education 
ar.d Welfare of more than $30 
rail lion in frauds and other rip*] 
r y; ;s* has heen. thwarted. by the 
pinch-per.r.y S en ate Approp ri a* 
•ionsConumJtcee^. ; ; : ;‘:;A ; A; ! 

At prdsebt. 31 rn aj o r ch rr.ina l 
bases Jnvplying -at least-. 317.5 
mil Eon are backlogged in the 
tiles, of HEW] gumshoes while 
the ingenious* isst-buck artists 
who perpetrated the frauds are 
Hying like kings on the tax pay* 
e rs’mo r.eyi b‘.‘ : b . : ;cL..:k."■ * bn::_ : ,u.. 
“1 Another. 100 cases have'not 
even been- opened although 
HEW has .respectable leads it 
co u id fo I lev; • i t it had the- m a n- 
; power. The theft from the tax* 
payers inchese cases-cannot ac- 
i cumtely /ne. eslimitecl,’ but.it 
may total ar.ct her $ T0miliion io 

The! o ca i es o i the f rands an d 
; :hefts* range fremsmaii tc-wnsia 
).Terras to me biggest cities- ase 


vided to trie Seriate Appropria* 
tions committee by HEW- com¬ 
plains that “inadequate investi¬ 
gative. capability has’ dictated 
t h a trTn ves t i g at i ve action-: [on j 
Medicaid] he taken by- state! 
agencies although thepredomi-j 
riant source of funding comes] 
from federal funds** : T- I 
• . On the student loan programs, 
where fraud may total S15 mil¬ 
lion and defaulted loans- may 
soon run to 3400 million a year, 
the.; HEW document-is 1 * even 
more blunt on the need.to' sup? 
plement the tiny 10-man staff of 
trained investigators. \; ■ ?;W *' 

V yTh.e: lack of OI3 [KEWs Of¬ 
fice.. of Investigations:.and 
Security] 'investigative • pers an- 
neV ? the document reads,“pre- 
eludes development of a com¬ 
plete- study and adequate ad- 
. ministrativ^ inquiry - to locate 
a.iLmattersofTraud.^wwy*-.;t : ih' 
'Yst,... the. Senate committee 
knocked,- oft -.12. sleuths f for 
HE W r s*‘‘IrrnB ligations: *ur. It; and 
|sped.lied that '‘no funds shall be 
i■ used to expand HEW datemal 


crnselmg. 


.fraud by -iniyaols*' and lenders! 
; rescues cEse to- $5 million^hi| 
; O h i rag e. acr o so * t h e- b o a r d I 
[frauds are believed to exist, in ] 
;health aid programs and era-1 
;bearlemer.‘. has been discov-i 
: erec in HEW grants;, r ; v; r T T 
Ln a:: aria, frauds -and em 
i hem!err errs in grants, student 
Han frauds., cheating cn health 
\ and • rehabi 1 itaxion. pro grains: 
-and other crimes by supposedly! 
respectable * businessmen... so*! 
ci -u worn:era, and health pro-! 


A confidential report pf< 


e entmm snot, in more ways-than ; 
me... The “inter.no4 security 5 * 1 
:nlt, srsoTaas .been-called aj 
*p: umixers u n i t’’ by the $uspi- j 

is* neiihen..- Opr - * investigation! 
mows., it. is stalled by-veteran* j 
go ver n in e nt: rives t i ga tors, so me I 
>f*whom were hired during* the j 
rruman era. ' / , ;*; Wr* 

, Shorthanded. as it is, the.HEW 
: aresti gat ions unit h asobtal ned 
hroe-indictments arc! has re- 
revered SI.3 miiifori in federal 
undo from fraud artists. Most of i 
lie units cases are investigated 
n cooperation with the FBI.- * 

As a result of the Senate stin- 
ynoss, more lh an.230 KEly con- 
ractcrs, grantees and' leriding 
r.sEtulions* arc believed to Vie 


robbing the taxpayers blind. * 
Footnote: Harley Dirks, staff 
chief for the Senate Appropria¬ 
tions subcommittee* cm HEW, 
stoutly defended his re commen¬ 
dation, to deny HEW more.inves¬ 
tigators. His cuts,, he insisted, 
have nothing to do with the fact 
that his wife- Ruth, works for 
one of the HEW offices now un¬ 
der investigation by. the HEW 
SteuthsTH 

| Masked Identity—A mysterl-; 
ous federal intelligence unit is‘ f 
buying** thousands .of dollars 
worth of masks and face molds 
from a California make-up firm. 

The purchases so far include 
$1,500 -worth of'“custom sculp* 
lured’* nose molds, $4,000 in “la¬ 
tex appliances'* for four facial 
types .and' $4,200 in artificial 
face molds. The detailed masks 
include scars, bald.heads and 
olher Iifeiike details.- - - - v. : -; A 
When the- order ' was first 
placed, the firm was told the 
odd Halloween" assortment was 
for the FEE But a spokesman 
chere earnestly insisted ih.ebu- 
. re.au knew nothing about .the 
[purchases. At the postal ..boxes 


t * ’ *.V‘U a :■>•**.'.* •» 

from a Pentagon- accourtt.'WaV": 
we re to!di ; ^ • v * ' Va . T v ^ 

a shin gt on \ Vh i rP re s t der.E • ***' 
Ford will soon be able to taphia^r 
pipe in style. The Naval 
search Lab is /II Vi n g a.presideivE. : 
Hal order for SO ashtrays for Air* v 
Force. One and its back-up X 
p l an e. E aca c a st-alu niinum a sh^L ’ 
tray is; about eight incha3 in df^T 
ameter and costs the taxpayer*^? 
S50 .ET A secret General Ac* ; g 
counting 5 Office Report 
cates the major oil companie? -; l - 
have incurred soirie S2 billion In -*Jt. 
what'.they say are extra cosier . 
during the energy* crisis.* The'-^ 
petroleum potentates, says the--* 
report; may attempt to gctgov-T’f 
ernmeat: permission to take the--? 
$2 billion, out of the pockets of 7 
motorists; fuel oil users and ; ; 
other oil consumers. . ;;E -.''i'* . 

: We continue to get floods oFT^ “ 
mail from.contributors to the : ; r . 
Christian Children’s Fund who ? 
arc confused by two letters Frcrrr'{ 
the fun cl’s a rg u me at ative d i rec-"-*-. 
tor, A' ere at AUUs. He insists our 
columns criticizing his manage-*-; 
merit of the fund arc “incor-T 
reel.*' Those readers in doubt * 


{the firm 
drawn g 


•gcon/D.C.. to which 

a bout who is “correct** may v/ant ; 

bills were delivered, 

to request copies f rom Sen. VAd- 

t slip that “those are 

ter F. M onc! ai e (D-VIinn.) of hi S" 

cesT : - • - : 

hearings in which the abashed 

meats were made- lo 

Milts admitted his goofs and: 

however, by checks 

humbly promised reforms. 

: the- U.S. Treasury 

* 2371, ii/United F’f.il-ruSyrrf'Cat^, Irtr. * 


PB O; . 

0 oc wnen/r ^ 8 
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Z7 October iv'VS 


The .Editor 

The Washington Post . 
1150 Piiteeofch.Street, N. V/. 
Wa 3 hington, D» C. 

Dear Sir: . 


■*V' ; • Mr.' jack: A2id«;r#-oar oa'Sua«iay„ October -Z&thr cocamentefi ia 
hl3 column, oaa latter I had written to hixa, selecting certain quota¬ 
tions thereCrmru* I am s ending you herewith the full text ol the letter 


so- that ypurr /res&ers 


m.ay have the benefit of it ra£her..thaU- ; tHe'..se;lecr- : 




SiacereX/p * 

M W.'-'Er Colby 

Wh Eh Colby 
Director f 


CW- Lv r tC jCTTYl -?ric 
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August 18 „ 1975 


Mr. Jack Aadaraoti 

€t ra rt r*N. W. : 

V/"ashiagtou, D. C. . ■ • 

Dear Jack: -- 

Your column of 17 August 1975 is -quite persuasive* Unfor t unaiely, 
it rests cn statements which, are not accurate* 

You say that X want 1 'to make it a crime for newsmen to publish 
classified information^ *' This is not so* The legislation I have recom- \ 
rnanded would apply only to those who gain authorized access to classified 
intelligence information. My proposal specifically says that those not . ; 
authorized to .have the information cannot be punished under it as an 
accomplice or co-conspirator, e* g*, a newsman given material by one : 
of our people in violation of the law- • 

You also-state that the legislation I have in mind ' would authorize 
the ClA director-to determine what should be classified* : This statement 
is accurate bu±:.incoznpl.et;ei "It is hard to see a practical alternative as a .■> 
first step- The.legislation-1 proposed, however, would require that any 
prosecution fox^unaurhorized disclosure be subject to prior judicial review 
to- assure rhat:..c..lus.sific-ati'on of. the information is not arbitrary or capri— . 
cions.. This zmaSect would amount to judicial review of the CIA Director's 


You,also:.s.ay hthe- abuses, (currently being investigated) would haver 
optibSis-had*. iminvebtigaie.d and, therefore^ uncorrected- T ‘ . May X 
i you..that the abuses discussed by the Rockefeller Commission,. as 
cl. 3 those::being looked at by the Congressional Select Committees, 
dally are- based on a. compilation made within the Agency itself in 
They were- 1 the-subject of specific cor rective action; at that time* 
night .have gone ’Unpublished. *' They did not go * uncorrected*'"* 


essentially ax 


#// 
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As for your conclusion that the CIA must allow more light on its 
activities to regain the trust of the people, I believe v/e have been doing 
exactly that over the past two years. For example, we briefed and 
answered the questions of about 6, 000 people in 1973 and 10,000 in 1974, 
I have spoken to groups in JLos Angeles, San Francisco, New York, 
Chicago and to the Associated Press Annual Meeting in. New Orleans, 

We have certainly tried to gain the trust of the people irt this fashion, 
and I believe we must continue to do so. 

At the same time, I do feel it necessary to make the point that the 
successful conduct of both intelligence and journalism, depends upon the 
ability to protect sources. We are deprived of intelligence today which 
we might have had but for sensational exposures of our activities , not 
our abuses- The solution to the dilemma of how to conduct intelligence 
; activities in ourirs* society is to give our intelligence organizations 
clear guidelines and effective supervision, but through, x-epresentatives 
of our people,, not through the. ' powerful spotlight" of total exposure. 

Sincerely, .. 

• - • • " * - * . * . . ’ * / ' - ■* '• _. • . \ 

• ^ • ' . /s/ Bin ,;V ; „ 

. . W. E..: Colby/ 

•••-. . Director. • . .'-c,••• 


• «\ *-• , - i ' * . - . , 

' \ t *>■'. : ’ ■ V 


V • 
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Mr, .Agdg^3ba 

United Features Syndicate - '«* 

1612 K Street, N, W. 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Jsuskt .-, -..■■•• 

Plea.3e let me express my appreciation and that * 
of the Agency for your recent cooperation on the word¬ 
ing of one of your stories so as to protect significant 
and still continuing intelligence sources, I think, the 
final article reflected fully your responsibility to bring.. ; 
matters critical of our performance to the attention of 
our public but .at the same time I am aware that it re¬ 
flected a responeibilit^r.cn, your part not to unnecessarily 
handicap our national.intelligence effort, ';Ar-y 7 


Si n c cJT^Iyv 


7 /s/ Bill 

W, 2, Colby 
Director 


OocmEAfr ^ /2 
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CENTRAL. INTELLIGENCE AGEtJiQY 

WASMJNGTOiS!, D.G. 20503 \ g|^ 


OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 


. 19. Maxell 1973 


Dr » Henry A - XCis singer 
Assistant to the President for ..A 
National Security Affairs • /•g.pd . 
The White House ■. \C --.V-; 


• JA /''A. 


• Hear Henry: : A*. . '• l ; .<: 

• A; ;• v- - v VC:.*'. A" /(////■■"■■'/: 

: v You will have noted in the Jack Anderson column on IS.Marfch 1973 
(copy attached) reference to CLA reports.^/ . f\ 


..A J am sure.yon.share'my deep concern at the rapidity* with which • 

: s'C* - * v |repdrt appeared in the. press and my hope that It isppAip 

: used to pinpainLnad place-In Jeopardy its source. Within,the Agency 
m. taking-steps ^.investigatewhat happened to each copy held to_ ■ . *.; ’ .. 

: er min e whs£h^. : :sjxy J e3.1 < 2.ge might have .taken place here. _ • _ 

In'kesringh^rith'thamespar’sibnity the President assigned to the . \ : /C 


nr 


mine wms 


resort. on..any. .s 


- ~ ^ *ny>A .oA A *-v rJ c? T 0 m ^ otr? r* nr 

to make, an investigation to 
my .leakage, might have taken place-in his agency, 
•.leads-we.may uncover.- ;... / a * 


Sincerely,' 


w\ Q ft, * * * ■ 

>\ a govi—w-— 

- Cj • - * 

James R. Schlesinger 


Director 


Attachment. . • 

Jack Anderson column 
- of 15 March 1973 


/mm 


f&P&r/o/'L \Q- 

Do&usn&rtr 


'’-—a .if- ;; 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT , 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


MORTON H. HALPERIN, etal., 


Plaintiffs 


HENRY A. KISSINGER, et al., . ) 

) 

Defendants ) 


.FI LED i - 
AU G 5 Vf?7 < 


JAMES F. pAYEYk Clark 


) Civil Action 

) : V . • * 

) No. 1187-73 


MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER 


Following earlier proceedings in this case, the Court 
found that, former President Richard Nixon, his White .House 
Assistant, H- ?>... H aide man,. and. Attorney General John Mitchell 
had violated the Fourth Amendment rights of plaintiffs 
.Morton: Halperin,- his., wife,- and two children by subjecting - 
them tca-tventy-Gne north telephone wireteo. Kaloerin v. 


-OUvu J 


S (1976}. Now before the Court is 


i- 


son of 'monetary and injunctive. relief. ' ; : 

le conceding that, they have suffered no palpable 
plaintiffs nevertheless insist on damages measured 


by the SLUG /par day standard set forth in Section 802 of the 
Omnibus' Crime Control and Safe StreetfAct, 13 U.S.C. §2520. 
See Zweibon v. Mitchell, 516 F.2d 594,663-64 (D.C.Cir. 1975} , 


1/ "No plaintiff claims any loss of employment’or income 
resulting from the electronic surveillance overhearincs. 
...the disclosure of the electronic surverllance. ...[or] the 
purported use of the electronic surveillance." PLAINTIFFS’ 
RESPONSE TO FEDERAL DEFENDANTS’ REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS. 
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' cert .- denied , 425 U.S. 944 (1976). This contention is with¬ 
out merit. The Court has previously ruled that defendants ‘ 
were not bound by the procedural!requiremehts- of thht-.: 
statute, and it would be'incongruous to subject them to its . 
penalties. - . • - ‘ ' 

Plaintiffs also seek compensatory damages relying on 
the theory that compensable injury is presumed in damage 
suits for violation of constitutional rights. See Wayne v . 
Venable , 260 F. 64 (8th Cir. 1919) ; Basista v. Weir , 340 
F.2d 74 (3d Cir. 1965); Hostrop v. Board of Junior College 

District No. 515 , 523 F.2d 569, cert , denied , 425 U.S. 963 

2 / • . • ‘ 

(1976).— That presumption cannot be invoked here- 

Speaking for the Court in Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents 

of Federal:'Bureau of Narcotics , Justice Brennan limited the • 

•damages remedy to only those who " can demonstrate an injury 

• . i ' 

consequent; roan the violation of [their] Fourth Amendment :; .. 




297 (19 /1) (emphasis supplied). See 


Zweibo:i ; ~x.. Mitchell , supra at .559 .- • In view of the fact that 
there is-mocr. ..demonstrable'‘injury'- here, plaintiffs’ are not ..-; 


tea. m an aware oj 


rompe n satory damages. 

• • * ■ i 


- Buritive- damages are similarly .'inappropriateAs •• 
stated in. the prior opinion,.. " [tjhere was justifiably'grave 


2/ See also Ashby v. White , 92 Eng. Rep. 710, 2 Ld.Raym. 938 
(1703); Nixon v. Herndon, 273 U.S. 536 (1927); Nix on v. Condo ; 
286- U.S. -73 (1932); Piphus v. Carey, 545 F.2d 30 (7th Cir... 

19 76) V cert , granted , 97 S.Ct. 1642 (1977) J' - - , 

3/ The availability of punitive damages in, Bivens actions is 
unsettled in this Circuit. : Compare Hartigh v. Latin, 485 
F- 2d 1068, 1072 (D.C. 1973)', cert , denied , 1415 U.S . 948 (197' 
with Zweibon v, Mitchell , 516 F.2d 594, 659, cert , denied , 

425 U.S. 944 (1976) . See Payne v. District of Columbia ,.- 

No. 74-1861 (D.C.Cir. June 7, 1977) (Tamm. J. Concurring). 

See a lso Bivens v. Six : Unknown Named Agents of Federal Bur- - 
?au of Narcotics, 4 03 ..U.S. 388 (1973) ; Beli v. Hoo d,' 327 
U.S. 678 (1946) : 7 
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concern in early 1969 over the leaking of confidential for¬ 
eign policy information." Despite the Court's rejection of 
defendants' good faith defense, their conduct cannot fairly 
be characterized as a wanton, reckless or malicious dis¬ 
regard of plaintiffs' rights justifying the imposition of 
punitive sanctions. See Knippen v. Ford Motor Company , 546 
F. 2d 993, 1002 (D.C. Cir. 1976). '' ' 

It is evident,therefore, that the only pecuniary relief 
available to plaintiffs is nominal damages in the amount of 
One Dollar-.— 7 • ;■>’ 

Plaintiffs further ask for an order enjoining defen— 

. cants frear unlawfully .intercepting, plaintiffs' future. •. 
conversation's:, and from using or disclosing information con¬ 
cerning past wiretaps. Mr. Hal deman and. Mr. Mitchell are in 
prison.. Hr... .Nixon is: in voluntary seclusion and is pro- 
.iibite.G by-the Twenty'-Second Amendment from regaining the 
Office -of. Exes'ldent... . Consequently, the proposed relief is 
unnecessary-,, . T. "•* • • • • 

Plaintif fs, seek additional injunctive relief -with 
regard to ^therdisposition of the records of the surveillance. 
They agree that the original logs, summary letters, 
authorizations r and other records relating to the wiretap 
should be retained by the Department of Justice with future 
access to be determined by the Court. But they insist that 

% ‘ * ^ ' * - • 

4/* See . Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Company v. Clay , 194 
F.2d 888 (D.C. Cir. 1952). (Of. Magnett v. Pelletier , 488 
F.2d 33 (1st Cir. 1973) ($1 nominal damages);■See generally, 

J. STEIN, DAMAGES AND RECOVERY §§ 177-181 (1972) . ” : 
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they should the only copy of thq^ records and should 

be relieved of their obligation, under the April 1, 1974 
Protective Order, not to disclose to anyone matter contained 
therein. The government acquiesces in plaintiffs' request - 
for a copy of the logs but asks that it also be permitted to 
keep a copy for the duration of three similar, pending 
cases.—/ This is a reasonable request and it will be granted 
by the Court. However, the government contention that any 
gag order should apply to all parties, not just defendants, 
is viewed in a different light. There is no compelling 
reason for prohibiting plaintiffs from revealing the contents 
of their own. conversations. 

Finally Dr. Halperin requests that his security file 

be amended to. .include a statement by Dr- Kissinger that the 


WITS 


ryrT"* rn-T c 




hrced. no information impugning either Dr. 
Ovalty .or ..his discretion. General Kaig had. 


rrrorine.d the- r.'BI that' D 


r. Halperin was relieved 


of the Aissxneer 


security Council position because of infor- 
:rom the. tap. Fairness requires inclusion 
statement, and the government has agreed 


1.0 cGu 




Accoutring lyy it is by the Court this __ day of 


luqns t, .19' / T 


ORDERED that defendants Nixon, Halderaan and Mitchell 
are liable:, jointly and severally, to each of the plaintifrs 
for nominal daraacres in the amount of One Dollar; and it is 


57 Ellsberg v. Mitchell, C.A. 1879-72 (D.D.C.); Lake v. 
Ehrlichman, C.A. 74-887 (D.D.C.); Smith v. Nixon , C.A. 

76-798 (D.D.C.) . . . ^ : / ; - , 
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further '•- '- & 


r 


ORDERED that the Court’s April 1, 1974 Protective 
Order be, and the same hereby is, dissolved, and all files 
and documents previously covered by that Order be disposed 
of as follows: (A) originals of all logs, summary letters, 

authorizations, and records of any other character relating 
to plaintiffs’ wiretap shall be kept in the files of the 
Department of Justice, with future access to be governed by 
order of this Court after plaintiffs have been given notice 
and the opportunity to be heard; (B) after the termination 
of any appeals,copies of records produced pursuant to the 
Protective Order shall be destroyed by all parties except 


the government, which ...shall .-be permitted to retain one copy-; 
for the duration of Civil Actions 1879-72, 77-887 and 76-798, 




who shell ’’..be permitted to retain a copy for 


their: own- .usst ..and it vx: 




j’RDEHEB that all defendants are permanently enjoined 


-T-H77T • Tn t > p -T-rtl ' j 


use or disclosure of the intercepted wire 


• c o gg nanl ea feigns of the plaintiff s; and it is. further 

ORDERED- that .defendants shall insert in Dr. Halperin’s 
security file. (A) that portion of General Haig's deposition - 
in which he stated that his FBI interview form 302 incorrect¬ 
ly indicated that Dr. Halperin had been relieved of his 

4 ■ ■ * • - ’ ; . * . . ' 

National Security Council position because of information 
gathered from the wiretap, and (B) that portion of Dr. 
Kissinger's deposition in which he stated that he knew of 
no wiretap information impugning either Dr. Halperin's 
loyalty or his... discretion... — . f ‘“'-f 


Unitefa. 1 States District Juc 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE,DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

■ ' > 

Defendants. ) 


ORDER 


This matter having come before the Court on the Motion 
of plaintiff for an Order Compelling Production of Documents 
Pursuant to Subpoena Duces Tecum and the Court having con¬ 
sidered. that Motion and the Opposition of the FBI,. CIA, and 
Department of .Justice thereto, and the Court having found that 
plaintiff’s, motion does:-not comply with Rule 45 of the Federal 
Hui.es of Civil ^Procedure- in. that it fails to apprise the 
federal., egenci.es- .■■involved or. the Court of the reasons why 
plaintiff:'needs'.access, to the documents sought, it is this 

_ day of ___ r 1977,. hereby 

ORDERED that, .said Motion be and hereby, is denied... 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 

JULY. 1073 EDITION 

GSA<“ FPMRM4V-CFR) 101.11,6 


UNITED STATES GOflffiSlirttifT 

Memorandum 


' iSSnfifefepS 


Assoc. Dir._ 

Dep. AO 

Dep. AD" InsFjI-R 
Assf. Dir.: 


subjegt: 


Acting Assistant Director M 
Special Investigative Division 


from : Legal Counse' 


Sf^- 


date: n/14/77 


JACK N7^ ANDERSON V. 
RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 
(U.S.D.C., D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 


Intoll. ■ 

Laboratory_ 

Legal Coun. - 

Plan. & Insp._ 

Rec. Mgnt. — 

Spec. Inv. JgLj 

Tech. Servs.- I 

Training -- 

Public Affs. Off._ 
Telephone Rm, __ 
Director* s Sec’y — 




PURPOSE : To record results of review of certain investi¬ 

gative files by former Acting Associate Director 
Felt in preparation for his deposition in captioned matter. 

SYNOPSIS AND DETAILS ; By communication dated 11/9/77, 

Legal Counsel Division (LCD) requested 
the Special Projects Review Unit (SPRU) to review the Buf iles 
relating to the electron ic surveillance of I 

I (Bufile 65 -75108) and the arrest of 
plaintiff's associate ! I on a charge of theft of 

Government property resulting from the take-over at the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (Bufile 52-96921) and mark the 
serials in those files prepared by or reviewed by Mr. Felt. 

These files appropriately marked were provided to 
LCD and as to Bufile 65-75108 the following serials were 
reviewed by Mr. Felt: 1,2,3,12,18,20,29,35,62,71,113, and 
149. As to Bufile 52-96921 Mr. Felt did not review any 
serials but with regard to the incident reported in a memo-' 
randum to the Acti ng Assistant Director from Mr. Felt dated 
2/14/73, captioned I 1 (unrecorded serial) reporting 

a conversation of Mr. Felt with former Bureau official Wicks, 
Mr. Felt advised he recalled the incLkteajs but did.nqt exam- 
ine the serial. ^ 

Mr. Felt discussed his upcoming deposition with 
Robert Franzinger, at torney, Civil Divisio n, in the pres ence.. • 
of Special Agent (SA) I I LCD. MrIT'Fef.t 



1 - Mr. Lex^__• b< 

Attn: | b r 

1 - Mr. Mintz 
^1 - Civil Litigation Unit 

RLH: pi s_X). 

( 4 ) V 
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Memorandum to the Acting Assistant Director 
Special Investigative Division 

Re: Jack N. Anderson v. Richard M. Nixon, et al. 


deposition will be taken at 10 a.m. on 11/14/77, at the 
office of plaintiff's counsel. 

RECOMMENDATION: None. For information. 





fcfiffi. S9W- 



tosai 

Plao. 

Tatfi. 


- 2 - 
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UNITED STATES 

Memorandum 


The Associate Dir 


FROM : 


subject: 


Legal Counse 




J| 

• - 


date: 11/30/77 


to 


k OK- 



Clrt&€^ 


JACK ANDERSON v. . X 

RICHARD Mp'NIXON, et al. W t Direct) 

(U.S.D.C. , D.C.) V 1 

„ CIVIL ACTION NO. 76-1794 i 

Tv 

PlJRPO^B.:^ To advise that former Acting Director L. Patrick 
/ © Gray, III, defendant in the above-captioneS^matt'er, 

/will be TTepbse*<rT2715/ 77 . . 

^ SYNOPSIS AND DETAILS : Plaintiff Jack N. Anderson, the IA 

syndicated news columnist, alleges 
a conspiracy among the numerous named defendants to vio¬ 
late his constitutional rights relating to freedom of 
the press, illegal search and seizure, and invasion of 
privacy. Former Acting Director Gray is a named defendant 
hand is sued in his individual capacity only. Director 
“^Kelley wa s named as a defendant in captioned matter in his 
official capacity, but a Motion for Summary Judgment was 
granted as to Director Kelley. Discc^Sfy in this matter 
has been ordered limited at the presenx time. to the taking n 


iVc 

Assoc. Dir- *_ 

Dep. AD^Adm._ 

Dep. AD Inv. 
Asst Dlr.i 

A dm. Sorv._ 

Crim. Inv. _ 


Plan. & tnsp.- 

Roc. Mgnt._ 

Spec. Inv.__ 

Tech. Servs._ 

Training_ 

Public Affs. Off.- 
Telephone Rm. — 
Director's Sec’y — 


knowledgeable 


nas oeen oraerea iimitea at tne present time, to tne raxing - 

of depositions of those persons potentially knowledgeable ***•• 

of the conspiracy alleged by plaii&jCf'fw Gj^^Jt^Ly these ^ f 

depositions have been limited to formeaf agency^-head 
defendants. Plaintiff has now scheduled the depositio n _ 

of former Acting Director Gray on 12/15/77 in Mr . Gray's'*" 1 " 
office in Groton. Connecticut. Mr. Gray is represented _ 

by the Attorney General in this matter and Legal Counsel. ‘ *a>' 

Division is not aware of any contact with officials of _____ ____ 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation regarding this matt^rT 
Former Acting Associate Director W. Mark Felt, *who was 
directly involved in one of the alleged overt acts of the t/ 
conspiracy was deposed 11/14/77. flj 

.RECOMMENDATION: None. For Information. r ' , 



1 - Mr. Mintz 
1 - Civ. Lit. Unit 


RLH:tml 

(3>^\ 


APPROVED: 

DSrectorX\y 

-ASsoc. CtsiA 

D&p. AD wdm, 
l Dep. AB Snv'o 
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Adm, Serv._ 
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Fish Si Pers.- 
fident.- 



n 9 $wn 
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Rec. Mpt.- 
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Tech, Servs.— 
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December 2, 1977 


RJF:cjc 

4.45-1-543 


Tels (202) 739-3446 


X t df 




Mr. W. Mark Felt 
3216 Wynford Drive 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 


Jack N. Anderson v. Richard M. Nixon, 
USDC D.C., Civil Action Do. 76-1794. 


Dear Mr. Felts 


Enclosed is a copy of you*- dcposition of November 14, 
19 7~? ^n^the ^bov e-capt case. 


Ond^^the Federal Rules of civil Procedure, you are ' 7 ; r 
antifto make any corrections in your deposition that you 
^ deemappropriate. As I explained to you prior to the depositiflWff - ^ 
^pursuant to this procedure, the Court will receive both 
^versions of the transcript — the testimony as originally 
^transcribed and as changed by you. It is important to 
araraember that you are not limited to the correction of 
stenographic errors and you may therefore change the sub¬ 
stantive of testimony if, for example, you misspoke yourself 
or your recollection is today somewhat different from what 
it was when you testified. 

Please read your deposition carefully and note any 
changes on the enclosed errata sheets. The rules require a 
reason for any change or correction, and I have provided an 
appropriate column for you to so designate on the errata 
sheets. Your reasons should be brief and general, such as 
“to correct stenographic errore^" or "to clarify the record," * 7 ^ 
or -to confer,,, with the (o 7 - // ? 3jQ, 3 L 

When you haffljjf completed the review and correction of 
the transcript, please sign the errata sheets on the lifie A . 0 _, 

designated for that purpo&e and ^tyr^^the sheets to me in H “ u/c 



















the enclosed envelope. It is important that the reading and 
signing of your deposition be completed promptly, as th© 
court reporter will file the deposition with the court 
within thirty days after preparation of th® transcript, 
whether or not the signing process has been completed. 

I thank you for your cooperation in this matter and in 
taking the time out from your busy schedule to appear at 
your deposition. 


Yours very trul^,gi; 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
Attorney 

General Litigation Section 
Civil Division 



Mr. John Mintz 
Legal counsel 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Attn: 


be 

blC 
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10 

JULY 1073 EDITION u.. 

OSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.6 

UNITED STATES GO^lMiNT 

Memorandum 

DIRECTOR, FBI 

ATIN: Legal Counsel Division 
SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


I 


date: 12/13/77 


subject: 


5 


< 




JACK ANDERSON 

v. m 

RICHARD NIXON, ET. AL. 
(U.S.D.C. D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION #76-1794 


i 

7 -/ 


jpy'A 



Remylet dated 9/29/77. 

* 

Enclosed for the Bureau is one xerox copy of the 
docket sheet in captioned case from 10/28/77 - 12/8/77. 


/ 


WFO will follow. 




(3) 
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CIVIL DOCKET CONTINUATION SHEET 


PLAINTIFF^ 

JACK N. ANDERSON 


DEFENDANT 


dD 


RICHARD M, NIXON, et al. 


DOCKET NO.^ (6-179 ^ 
PAGE 10 OF_PAGES 


DATE 


NR. 


PROCEEDINGS 



1977 

Oct 


28 


OROSH filed Oct. 26, 1977 granting in part motion of deft. Colson, 
Dean, Gray, Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krogh, Mardian, 

Young, Nicon, Mitchell & Ehriichman for protective orders 
■ with respect to pltff*s interrogatories & production requests 
dated 7-27-77 but without prejudice to pltff. filing renewed 1 ' 
production requests after further discovery by pltff.; granting 
motion of defts. CIA, FBI & DJ to quash & sustaining their 
objections to subpoenas duces tecum; denying motion of pltff. 
for an order to compel; setting forth directions to all" parties. 

(IT) Gesell, J. . 



Oct 


27 


STATUS CONFERENCE. Ruling deferred re. the taking of deposition of 
Young. No written interrogatories - Anderson 1 s deposition to be 
taken 1-3-78. Defer the talcing of deposition of Kissinger. 
Discovery to proceed by way of depositions. 

(Rep. Watson) Gesell, J. 


Nov 


21 


Dec 


7 


Dec 


8 



STIPULATION of counsel agreeing that counsel within 20 days after I 
receipt of transcript; of any deposition file a motion for a 
protective order & further agreeing as to the handling of motion 
^transcripts. So Ordered. (FIAT) (N) Gesell, J 

ORAL motion of pltff. to compel certain defts. to answer questions 
prooounded during depositions begun; respited until 12-8-77 at 
9:30 A.M. (I. Watson) Gesell, J. 

ORAL motion of pltff. to compel certain defts. to answer questions 
propounded at deposition concluded fc denied. Court approves the 
procedure followed by defense counsel. 

(Rep. Watson) Gesell, J. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
FOI/PA 

DELETED PAGE INFORMATION SHEET 
FOI/PA# 1356764-1 
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Deleted Page (s) 
117 ~ Duplicate; 

119 ~ Duplicate; 

120 - Duplicate; 
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X Deleted Page(s) X 
X No Duplication Fee X 
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Violet A. Smith 


tv 





S.S. N6. 042.-0.1-2519 


Smith Reporters, Inc. 

123 State Street 

Wethersfield , Connecticut 06109 


(203) 563-9710 


January 13# 1978 



L* Patrick Gray, Esquire 
SUISMAN, WOOL* SHAPIRO, BRENNAN*. 

GRAY AT© FAGLKHER 
1028 Poquonock Avenue 
Groton, Connecticut 05340 

■ • M ■; ■X ' •- ■ ■' " O ^ 

Res Jack N« Anderson 
• • ' vs* 

Richard M* Nixon, et al 

Dear Mr* Grays 

Enclosed herewith please find the original transcript 
of -your deposition in the above-mentioned case* 

Please read it carefully and list whatever corrections 
you wish to make in a letter to me so I may attach 
them to the original for filing with the court and 
also so I may have copies made for the attorneys. 

Will you then sign the deposition before a Notary 
Public and return it to me so I may file it with the 
court* 

thank you for your cooperation* 

Very truly yours, 

. SMITH REPORTERS, INC. 

. ' Co. - // 9 ic i Cv 

VAS/rr Violet A. Smith iX X J - 3 A 

K Nor «£Corded^ 

ccs Joseph D* Gebhardt, Esquire t FEB 22 

Robert J. Franzinger, Esquirei 


67-task's 




54NIAR3 



X 


/ T y 
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* * * * 

JACK N. 

VS 

RICHARD 

* * * * 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

************ 

* 

ANDERSON * 

Plaintiff * #76-1794 

* 

* 

M. NIXON, ET AL, . * 

* 

Defendants „ 



entitled cause, before Violet A. Smith, 
a Notary Public in and for the State of 
Connecticut, on December 15, 1977, at the 
offices of Suisman, Wool, Shapiro, Brennan 
Gray and Faulkner, 1028 Poquonok Avenue, 
Groton, Connecticut, pursuant to notice. 





Smith Reporters, Inc. 
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APPEARANCES: 


DOBROVTR , OAKES, GEBHARDT & SCULL 
BY: Joseph D. Gebhardt, Esquire 
2005 L Street NW 
Washington, D. C. 

JOSEPH BORKIN, Esquire 
1156 15th Street NW 
Washington, D. C. 

Representing the Plaintiff * 

ROBERT J. FRANZINGER, Esquire 
Civil Division, Room 3129 
Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 

Representing the Defendants 
Colson , Dean, Helms, Kissinger, 
Kleindienst, Krogh, Mardian, 
Young and the deponent. 

MILLER, CASSIDY, LARROCA & LEWIN 
BY: R. Stan Mortenson, Esquire 

2555 11th Street NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D. C. 20037 

Representing the Defendant 
Richard M. Nixon. 

HUNDLEY & CACHERIS 
BY: Larry S. Gondelman, Esquire 
1709 New York Avenue NW 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Representing the Defendant 
Mitchell. 

FRANK H. STRICKLER, Esquire 
1050 17th.Street NW 
Washington, D. C. 

Representing the Defendant 
Halderaan. 
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#vbeing of lawful age and. having been first duly sworn 

: x* 5 *- '■jFi&ss **-* • £ TT’ '.,• v ;,v.-\ !•*: . . •.-;“ . . /•; . 'Vv*,*; , •/; t , . 77......;••;•;> * -• Tty V**•• vw.vcT, ••• 

\\^' r in vthef&bove cause, testified on. his oath as follows; /c 

',; : • /• ^f L< "' ' "" : ‘ v, ’ f ”' ' ’ V: ' s ,va v ‘- , '* 9y ’ m S''' . :.^r ». 


DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. GEBHARDT: 


\; ’•/: 




you state your full name andaddressfor ;//;'-; 

* ;.. / - V.->< v-* // Y • ' ; ,’•ir--.■• •: •' :■ . •. / *v I-Wr-A’.: . - v,:-^:v.„ .*t*X-:&■** ■•'.'; •*. -’lix-Vv»?'•-•!'=// ’'■'■■ .*’ 

:;i|he: record?,// ; '••//////••'' 

i»* /t- -U'- - y-. • .. 4 ;,Sei4»a*«i.; . wv't^;-: ■•'^ .r’ rV’-’.-'v*‘.:-..v 4 .V- - //';-/;4 '.; -’’v .:'/ •'! - V r ..‘'- •/ ’ : ; V'v'\ : ' 

';•;• ; /u; -.•..i^‘ . //’'y•■?/-]*:;’*:•• /':•:, -K <• :..., • 

Louis. Patrick Gray the third, Findlay , 

Stoningtcrn, Connecticut, 06378. : 

::;/-Q Thank you. In chronological order would you state 
the positions you have held with the United States Govern¬ 
ment, beginning with the first position you held ih; the U. S. 

■■ '" 4 .:•. •:i^r*-^‘ ••:?.:./' ■ 

. Government? ■'■:■)■■■:-:*>vJ : ■ 

•j . . • . •*•/„.*•.. • •. * . • , v 0^4**^ ^ . .* r •’ •;•/ n'•:?!}— , * s. ^ ,*V'V* r « ,/;♦ ^ ^ ^ 1* *, 

/:'.. : V/:;;;A,.. ;Are you talking, ; now civilian or military positions?- 
N Q Why not all of them? *: : . '. r v’.‘ 

^spent 20 years in the ^ 

. Can’t we shorten 

*. •. *: /..v,.-:=:.?v v;.;.••’• .- - . ••'•V:; ; -av.; '<•*-tvi,V^^* :Ofl* j- V /*■ »:^v*.*.•.;*• 

:;.by; ; .thi?, deponent:^ 

\'--r;:; : -'v/;|A;^>: ; :/I can start': out. 1936 to 19A0, Midshipman, U. S. .' 

. Naval Academy. 1940 to June 30 ^ I960, Ctommissioned\^ , 

- in the United states ^Nanry.,^-^^ Captainy ; ^i:; :: S^ 

;/-i^^lJvme; 30,t;l960 to approximately January 6/1969, Special 
:!^i;Assist^%:toy.:the then Vice : Presideht of the .United' States,;// 1 
Richard jf|;: : rf^pn^/Ab6ut': mid-January :’196Sljfc^Jahtia^ 











V. r "v • 

berg/Gray- 

4375 _ 


y " *:'♦.-••• 

■; jr-tr . * 

' y! v 

W ; m- 

! • • •• •>. • •:... ^ ■— .. t ., /'' . s . 

• ’ ' . •• • V'. " v<? •:y : ,\‘ .• ^ 

1970, Executive Assistantto tbe Secretary to the Department 

: ■ 

■^fcpv'. 1:£ • ’ • -.* v*. ?£? • •; ?, • 

>•' ?• •• V. 5 *.■*.. , .. V. : •' 

■ • v-'.-j- 1 n -;;.v. 

. '%<J 4 : .- • 

V* *'••-.■•' • • 

't \v- .• .. - 

* * •. \ ’ * v *' . 

o£ Health,ijfeducati€^ \fel^re,: then : : 

formonths ^during the spring and sum^ : v 5 : 


v 4 / •;* ‘’fv':v • - ,’ >•-• ' 

mer of 1970 on ? cdhthac?t;to the President's Cabinet Committee 

.’ • t.:\ : . 

y .*• ..i? .-v'’ 

-J '!i_ , •: ■. S '>■• 

. • : in Mississippi and Georgia .with various 

; 

• V.\ y K \ V * *.*/ *: •. * * ‘ *. »; * 

other commissions to- ease the desegregation process in the 


//l • <*V:i \ f r 

school systems of :^osrtwo States without any bloodshed or 

V 

'pSK 

' confrontation.^:.-'' vv?' 

And December 8th, 1970 to the Department of Justice " ‘ 

\ g*<* *“ «•* ■ 

; s*« > . 

’• 'it' - *' -t' v ' V • . v' ,* . 

as Assistant Attorney General, Civil Division, Designate, 


'fefe'j-; " :• . . • • 

confirmed by the Senate of the United States approximately : 


• ^ ,v 1 . ;. * ‘ •• _ \ ' 

-•■fete ’ >. . V 

a week thereafter, and served as Assistant Attorney General, 

Civil Division, until February 15 of 1972 when I was nomi- 


■ : 

••^i'‘‘^ v- • . \- 

- • * . •' 

nated by the Resident of /the United States to be Deputy 


.MM&y-i: 

Attorney General of the United States , and served as Assist¬ 
ant Attorney General, Civil Division , and Deputy Attorney: : 

* * ♦ 

\ v '■ • •’■ • 

General Designate from about March 1, 1972 to May 3, 1972 

.:v’>v. 

v'-‘ fefefe. ; ■ • V.fefe • 

-when. I was a^ointed'; : 'as-‘th^ ,'^eJB%ierafe^ 

", '.-fe- 


Bureau of Investigation and actually left the Ciyil Division 


, V^Sfefe-' -;•;•• '..•> . 

of the Department of Justice on May 16 of 1972 to go up to 


S 

the offices of the Acting Director of ..Ihe^f^iea^vl^ee^ 


: : • C;'*.•/ ’ 

of Investigation and serve in that capacity until April 27 

;:Cv ; ;-o/ 

Mimmm 

- ’"A «;*’ • J* • 

1973. 

Q Thankybd.'Afeyou represented atthis deposition 

■ -■ tV • ' v 1 : ' ,, 

.v 

: V. .• >, 

:.U-‘ .* ^ ; 

St •■:• 


•'••• 










• by /counsel? 

//:;;./v,V:A V;-i^Yes','-:I : : am.- /■ ■■&*&.■■.■ 

i • v V*., "ii.■ ’ X-v r *Vw>V >5 V-*-* •". ,'s .•; 

yy-/ Q • i: ? Nho' is your : counsel?i, x^-/ 

-•V'v -A£'« ••■:v:S.^ 


A ;.•%;: Mr . •; Franzingerl V:; 


-;y >: 


M vi;^'jHave: you'’read:.^pie compliaint filed in this action? 


V*i v* y y;":-.; ' • •••» > : y. 

Yes, I,haVeigi^il8S : ' : ;3r 


^■'/;;/||'1?heh : i'was th#flatst time that you reviewed the 


[•**& > ifc s T : Kf • 

,swi 


i complaint? • ^§ - -i, .lii-: • / / •; >»•;ii'i-/. ■ 

..";■ ^ ”f£l ^;, //• •;;;-y?■/■ / i&£h '•,•'• 

JSy :: ^ T- •"•:- ;r -r'yV ; /''-y?-/'S^ ly ¥?^ /-S5-- ^ 

Q Have you filed an answer in this lawsuit? 

;;:'i ;; i’:::i A' if Yes, an answer has been filed in my behalf. 

Q . Have you read-'the. answer? \-7> 

A ' Yes. 

•yQ yi During the years that you served in the adminis¬ 
tration headed by President Nixon, particularly the years 
that you were in charge of the Civil Division and the 
i Acting Head of the FBI, was there a concern in the Nixon 
•:•; administration about unauthorized leaks of information to 


the Press? 




I think there was a/publicly expressed concern 


as reflected by the various newspaper reports that were 


prevalent during that time. 1 „ 

. Q ■yj^'What do you mean by thait,, publicly expressed ^ ; 

"•‘concern? - Si, J 



















pCvp: 

IKIli 

• yfA' jBy appearing right in.the public press. 



' of the AdministratlbhJVould express J 


■ ‘''.,V. '»• :':*•• 

‘•’’v-lvsl :•.•'• '•• * : • 

."Vv. . 

1 ••:concern about leaks?:P'v•' p;:j;k*£8S& 7fb- P' -' ‘•• ; • Pf» ■•' • ,y v ;P’P 

• •••■ ;-i v-Pp.:*V::Sv ; -- : •' - : :;V v.".- -v- j!•,:*/• ' •.. ,:j,: >•• 

:; -V.p 

'■i&tff- :"*■ »*.v •. * . ‘ • i *. ' 

:V-P'P'P' ; - : !. A This is my. recollection^P^^t~>tliesipyere -publicly ’• 



expressed and were set forth in the publiC piress. 


• *. ’ ^ *' ' *!y ' , \ . \ 

; Q When did you first becprafjnwarePofJithis concern ■■ 



J- about leaks? ••• •■•■ipj:- .' : C- v 

;'i- ‘••«i-f*. V !’ - r , v.;. .J:->;V ;vVi‘:‘I'v-'.' * . J. - • • *.« -1 •»• 3, . 'j? : ‘' J:’JV'p- v . • • • 


Hi 

fVfjpjP^ A ;.p:I would not have any positive recollection. P There 

pwas ho great emphasis upon it during’the time I was in the 



J Civil Division other than v^iat I would read in the press. 

■ • • 

v ! t T'r V N * s / % ‘V/ 

and later in the FBI and particularly during the conduct 


JilllPJ 

; of the Watergate investigation there was concern expressed 


/ *-;Mv ■■• ■“* / - ' . 

:-v* ■ ' > ■ 

then about the leaks coming out about the Watergate investi- 


.j ■'*•?•* . ’* ; „ 

• ; *‘ * • « . • ‘ .■ ■•' ■ 

■Pi'/gation.. ; J; v : p''P:-" :: PP ' \ • 


. -.C-V5 ' ‘ , A /* * ••’•■ .• • :/• < 

J r K& * *' V - 

P P; : Q When the so-called Dita Beard memorandum was ; : ' 


. A • ,.• •• 

*‘\r> V ' 

leaked and printed, published by Jack Anderson at the time 



that you were head of the Civil Division, didn’t you have 


V;*i l ’ * ; * ", 

“ • : ' ” •* * . ’ * .•>.•» ' ;' ,1.~‘ 

something to do with that investigation , with the investi- : . 



gation of the Dita Beard memorandum? .ppJpjPp'pPP'jJPP ' J 


yOvyy 

A j I had nothing to do with the investigation of the 


•iiv .* **•*:;*, ->/ 

Dita Beard memorandum as such because I was sitting then in ; 


pyp' yj !- 

the position as Assistant Attorney G«aeral, Civil Division, ; 


‘•n-» ; Jr- 

i:2ii 

and Deputy Attorney General Designate and that was at a 

time that Mr. Kleindienst asked that .his hearings be reopened 

v' 



. -'£-i . 















'.;-y. : And"';it was at that time -when those hearings began, ;^: 

I think about maybe somewhere around and i ^fS 

• ~ - ? ' '' ■:*.•.*;»! Cj}" V ' "'V '''Y 1v " :/■%;. : -^WjUfs - ' , **'C-Y- 

17th of fferch.'"' ; I^^s^giv^ ::: ;the'\task' ofvorlclhgvith,?the'":- 

• ' /y... ' • v‘'' 4 r’.' -rf-;*’ * ?'*’ m '* * ‘ .- iy"/ . . *X < *. 


Assistant Attorney General in charge - of the Anti-Trust 

•- .. .v-v- •••:• •• • \ *. t j v-^vgrv $ ; ■ **< 4 ^ 

• ,-...• . '\*Aj£y** ; '■;%|‘V‘Tv : . *V7‘ • *•;.*» ’*• _•.*.?.:’/.*‘**; r-v$•\$*|••■ v > ’.!v*| 

Division and the Assistant Attorney General in charge ofySVy. 


,,; ■’ ,fl f- . 


the Civil Rights Division to coordinate the ^documents thfit 
were going to the Committee pursuant-to the^;^*Oguest^-hf ; :£he .| 

•;...• 4 .^r. :■!, >Y.:,r' : ., ••;. ,*£ .,y-.. /': ••. >1 

judiciary Committee of the United Slates Senate# 1 And autso, c- 

; . j’V- ; '•-• Vr ,'‘.'-V.-'*5 T'* . y - i r -" l*-; o-. ^ ^ 

' •’ ■ s -* *}- 

in that connection I worked with a group of ; attorneys in : ' 

the Deparianent tdio were preparing Issues and Answers papers 
and reviewing the record of the testimony for Mr. Kleindienst 
v"S ; 'And.my role was in the nature of a coordinator, and 
also working with these two other Assistant Attorney -. 
Generals, Anti-Trust Division, Civil Rights Division, and 
applying department policy to the requests for information > •. 
and making toe decisions in conjunction with them as to 
what papers should he forwarded to the Judiciary^ Committee. : 

;;.i Q In your capacity as the coordinator that you have i;. 
just described did you request the FBI to conduct a lab fy 
report on toe so-called Dita Beard recommendation? 

A ■ Yes. I previously testified to this in my confir-y 
mat!on hearings and I can*t remember the exact dates to this 
'day — I ■ couldn't remember it thenyj*~-sbut 'toeydocumeht j ; in : lyyy, 
question, tlie original of the^ document in questipn^-l^e^^^^ 












Dita Beard memorandum, came over to the Department- 






^Justice; ^mrded^ ^ FBI with ; thf• :reque^3r;':?l 

•; ’ \ : ’ ..'L’vV’•' SSjt*’:-:- ?;.*.:&;*<*# *•“ ’ --V' •%.• v . ;. - *rv^‘.•/' '.: ’' £‘‘ 

;. v.- •• •“• a&SF&felr^V «; ^;• • >**&$•$££»- : v : ^ ... 

and this was a committee request ^ that it be examlned to - 


determine its authenticity. 

. Q And did you forward it 'to. the ..FBI?-X-%'V.? 


A Yes, I did. 


'*** ’'■ rfci ' i ^®*.‘, v fi~ 4 ' : .'- •• X 


•»!».. .•.«*Jv’*?‘“ a ^ rf- >• 


...Did anybody instruct or ask'-:;|^l^ 

I * m sure that the committeedid:;; £ndv % would have " 


had no 


Q ■ ■ :• ;f-■ The - V7 Si Senate ; Judiciary' Committee? ■'.' • S 
A Yes. I think the Chairman may very well have—, 
testified that he did this but that’s my recollection.C 'Vi 
. Q ; Did you ever receive a report from the FBI on the 
results of the lab test on that Dita Beard memorandum? 

, AYes. • My recollection' : 'tsT:that 'a' report was made/ifS 

•• • "1 .*:' ‘ ^ :i .■ • . •*?>-..»*/♦ ‘ •>.’ ; jV.. tv;’*'• *-* : *• ! f ;<$•'■*.••' '■* v-' •*/.*« 

• •*.;;••• • >' •••■'.•• . : V.V • v,v j • V • ,: / i ■ ' 'S T y- V£* : s;■..\£v , V«* 5 I*i ‘-t' vlr 

and that it was stated in that report that the strong pos¬ 
sibility existed that the memorandum was authentic and that i 
report was forwarded to the Judiciary. Committee 


Q s Was the publishing by Jack Anderson of the so-calle 




Dita Beard memorandum considered d leak that was ;pf concern 
to the Nixon Administration? 


A I can't say that it was of concern to the Nixon 
Administration but it was of concern to 

thought that his honor had been impugned and he requestedc,- 
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that the Judiciary Committee reopen his hearings. 



: q Was it of concern to anyone else within the Nixon ; 


'V.I^tt^V' *; k Vj .. 

Administration other than Mr. Kleindienst?! 


.: : ;fe:;I?.:/-;, V ^-‘‘v 

MR. FRANZINGER: Object to the form, calling 



1 .•■••. •, for speculation by the witness. . J' 


v'^?:;' :-V-- • •; : v 

■■■■■; 'BY MR. GEBHARDT: . v. : :v : " . : '>. V: 


: ^S^^v.;.-: ! .'.'. 

Q Please answer. 


• *<•>': ’* . ..-* 

A Want me to answer that question as it’s phrased? 


;^ : - V:v ; -. * s 

.' ,K i>. v : *i\* !■••".*- ■. ' ' ' '. 

MR. FRANZXNGER: You can answer it to the . 

' .r, 

* ' \j'I f* ,>! i ’ . . * ( 

-‘i* j';. : ' /i 

extent of your knowledge if you have such knowledge. 



BY THE DEPONENT: -;V‘:;'V ■. "oV 


JT-il;.' 

v’’ y. \ r ‘ ■ . , 

A I don’t have such knowledge because I don’t know 

who the people were who were involved in the Task Force that 



Mr. Kleindienst had advising him.withregard to the conduct 


H? :; V'S ■ 

of his reopened confirmation hearings. I did not have a. 

role in that. My role was entirely different. \y .-y 


.. • -V ?/ * •• "■ * • 

Q Who were the members of the Task Force that assist¬ 



ed Mr. Kleindienst?' ; ,c ' S;V ; - 


V ■ •. 

A I do not know. The only man that I know might have 



been a member of that Task Force, and he may have only been ... 

: ,-v 

'S. y$v'‘ V: •'' •/ > ■ 

an informal consultant to it, I don*t know whether he consti¬ 


. ":v;^ >. * • 

tuted a part of the Task Force grpiip advising Mr. Kleindienst. 


••or.;'V * r i • «•’ 

.but- that'was. Mr. Mardian. • 7 : yv 

Q Mr. Robert Mardian? i 

• * .y< 


•• Reporters, 
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• ’V'C' 


Q Then head of the Justice Department’s Internal 
.Security Division? ", ' ‘ '.?Vr 

A - I believe that was the position he occupied at 
the time but I’mnotsure of the timing because there came 
a time when he left the Department ofJhstlcer an<f went over 
to the Committee to Reelect the President, as I recall. But 
I don’t know that timing. I don’t recall that timing. 

Q Do you know whether any of these gentlemen were • 


members of that Task Force “- and l’m trying to refresh any 
recollection that you might have — Mr. Charles Colson, Mr. 
John Dean or Mr. John Ehrlichman? ■' 

' x ' A No, I do not. •, '-■-'■"-t"-' -■ 

Q Thank you. You have testified that Mr. KLeindienst 
was concerned about the publishing of the Jack Anderson 
column on the so-called Dita Beard memorandum. Were there 
any other leaks that you now remember that were of concern 
to the Nixon 

v MR. FRANZINGER: ,1; object, to the characteri¬ 

zation of his testimony. 

GEBHARDT: ' in \&atrespect? ;; 

■ MR. FRANZINGER: I ’don’t know that he -has'' • ■ 

■v ■ F was ccmcejrn abo^ -idae publi-y| : 

shing of the document as opposed to the fact that 

i't : ^ ; H; the document >£*?;:: 





MR. GEBHARDT: Was leaked? 


MR. FRANZINGER: That’s not what you said in 


your question 




kV Tm . GEBHARDT: '%■ know. ; I*m trying to find 


MR. FRANZINGER 1 \Vhy don’t we clarify what 
he means by that. I mean you’re characterizing 
hi s testimony and I don ’ t think that ’ s exactly ; i 
what hie testified to. -yv - v X;--- V-;:V; v 

x^;'.VMR." STRICKl^i ^ you use the term "Nixon 
Administration” I suppose that has some identity 
of individuals in your thinking. I* m not sure that 
I know what the Nixon Administration means at all 
times, so if you could clarify Nixon Administra¬ 
tion by reference to the defendants in this case 
or any other way you care to do so I’d appreciate 


MR. GEBHARDT: Well» the way I^would character 
ize it is the high officials of the Executive Branc 




of the United States Government during: the Presi¬ 
dency of Richard Nixon including— 

MR. STRICKLER: This would be all agencies 


and departments? 




MR. GEBHARDT: • Principally the White House 


Reporters, 













; !ahd. the officials in the various itepartments who 
■'<!!! ' were.. close' to the President and ciose to the White 

• .5 : . House in terms of decision making* : : f.;. 

.■ y!y,y S f: §| y V 

: c:3> : '%A~ I that I really couldn'tanswer that 

. question except to i^late to you that on one occasion when 
i$he Dita Beard: in the Department of Justice 

tend in the FBI the counsel tip the Preside 
asked if — called me and asked if he may have the memoranda 
to look at and examine it, and I told him it was a public 
document and I would furnish it to him in his capacity as 
counsel to the President, and I did. .'v,,;-, 

.-.•But that is the only individual that ever called me 
‘'.'directly about that meakorandtmi*!^ y-yy;V-’. 

Q And you furnished the so-called Dita Beard memo¬ 
randum in the original fora that you had to John Dean? : 

A That’s correct, arid I have testified to that ex- 
.. tensively in, myconfirmation hearings •: 

; Q And did he return that document to you? 

• &:!,>• Yes.dooummt waareturned but how it came y . 
' back to me. f;:cannot be ceitai^ day, and we tried to 

reconstruct ft dinging 

facilities of the FBI and the Civil Division and we dust 


could not 

- > r t ,-Vj 












We believe that the document went back and forth three 
times between the committee and the Department of Justice -L; 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigationand that was the 00 
best that .we could reconstruct it at the time of myconfirm- 
aHon.hearlngs .when I. was. testifyingthen. '000'?'-0'. v‘ : ; • 
; -Q • Mr. Gray, when you became Acting Head of the ; 
Federal Bureau of Investigation were you briefed on a wire¬ 


tapping -of Charles Radford? 


'A ..,-5 No. 




Q At any time while you were Acting Head of the 
FBI were you given a briefing by anybody, officials or 
personnel, on a wire tapping of Charles Radford? .t; 


Q And I take it you were not given a briefing by 
anyone else in the Government? ' 7 ' 

A -v. By no one.--:/;: '. v ‘C"0 

f q By no one. When you were in charge of the Civil 
Division did you learn of a wire gapping of Jack Anderson? 

• 7 - v A No. I had absolutely noHing to do with wire 

tapping in .the Civil Division. "00i’0i00 : 00'00i0i0y 

Q :: At that t± me were you aware of anyphysical sur- ; 
veillance of Jack 7 Anderson?:j77 7*7/ : :y0M00; : 000.00;0.;* 
... 0 ; A No » 1 

<2„|| At that time were you aware of any planting oZ00 
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' r ' " 14 ' 

• 

• bugs on 'Jack Anderson?' ^ 

j-y / . 4>V”'"’ 

’«. - i*4 f>-' • *•'* 

s ■». 4 •> *H' • ’ *«• •/’ * . , :* • 



vflo, I was hot. •' :: i : ; ; 

« ♦ v , 1-* • i*' ^ 4 

7*77!^ ^7 K : %> J 7‘ /r ; 

i ^ s: «• y. S '-’ * , ’ - v !» ,-, 5 v^. !* <r 

»yt i: ,u v *• " r*7f\ % r7 r V’t'* . 

•£>'*/ . . ■ : . . 

777/q ; 

At that tlme were you aware of any effort by 


■* ’ a >7“ * ’ .. ' /. .. • ? 

•a? /*** . m?. • f**'> , t«v** w *. * '• .* \vl *. • * . *♦ 

'7-7/’ 

V *' ■ ’ . • , . / ; 

personnel '’vi^hin.^the' Nixon Administration to discredit \ 

■' Y-vY- a-. ‘ • 

v-.i'V . ... .• \ V ..;■««***,v\ : ' ’• *• ' /Y 

: ; Jack Mdersoh/as a^ournalist? 

77^7 i 7\:7--7 . *7 

777'' ^ J - 

'.:A: 

;; tNp»,'I was not. I wasn't at that kind of a level. 

7 . ' * * 

As the Assistant Attorney General Civil Division I would 


not. ’ 

: '1 r,c^ '*jr ‘• -:r jc«* v 


r* *•■ '.;**,*" -. . 


::iMR- FRANZINGER: Off the■ record.,; ;■ ■; : 

v* . * . .*• 

■■'C ,:; ^ Off the reed'd)' 

4';": ■ ■ 


BY MR. 

GEBHARDTr : '■$ i:Z '--'f-$y'yM< ■ flr : J; 

.7 % *V 7 ; /'7 ; '; ->':7. ., 


G 

When you were Assistant Attorney General in charge 

;'V;’ 

of the 

Civil Division were you aware of any 

effort by per- 

777. • 7■ .7: • 7 

sons employed by the Nixon Administration to poison or drug 


or kill Jack Anderson? 




- '7'' : *•' '^7'*' 7 7*77 

V ■ '•■ tl ' ,;r .. • ■ 


A 

Certainly not. r 

t/ *7 ’ ' ' : .. . / 


'v-. ■: Q 

Now I am going to ask you those five or six 

■ 77 Y-"'* V • 

questions in terms of when you were head of 



you were head of the FBI did you learn of any wire tapping 

'''7‘- : ' •. 

of Jack Anderson? ; //.' ■ /•>.;//. .'v.././*’ /i//; 

7777 V:/.'••77 : 217( 

,;7'7- ■ 

' .7' ' . A 

’• No, I did not. 

„ ; ' r ,, ,4 ; 


' 0 

And of any physical surveillance of Jack AndersOn? ; 

' ” - • : . •** 

•• A 

No , I did. -not . r 


• Z- ;/ 



•V.v-cst't*; .A''*-■■?t\ 4- 

■Vs+jr .i< 7f;:*’4: y-yy-y *»’'>*■■' ; 


yyq 

! Of/any-planting oi listening bugs 

on Jack Anderson? 


; : - • ' • .*• T- •; 


°** r *'; ;' V -Si,*'* ’) <■ V* v '» ' /" 

-;:7 : * - 77777 

>' • • . T •' .■ "/ • " .{■ 

•u. 

Reporters;'Inc;':'*P&$$ 

v «. >»«.*• ■■ *nrV4‘;*• \ 

.*.4Y:'0*.< 

: .'7 ! 77-vf'V-'--‘j;*;.. 

'■ 'Y.'-*:'/”.- '. • VrJVs.? > W, 











Idid not. 

r'v-Q ' Of any effort engaged, in by persons employed by 
the Nixon Administration to discredit Sack Anderson as a 


Journalist? 






Q And did you learn of any IplotTor. pJLan to poison 
or drug or kill Jack Anderson?. . .C' . 


No indeed. 


;‘ •• ’! } • ” -V, 5] v,;I. ' «swi».; , %• ... *•**. •' > 

, •' .*• -i j *: i • • •, . . . • ~, . • 

1 ■> ' * " *’. ‘ . • • <«V.v ■ ’ " it*'.../i 


Q And you are absolutely;certain of your testimony 
on these previous ten questions? ' 

MR. FRANZINGER: I object to the question. 
He has answered the questions. Whether he’s 
absolutely certain is somewhat irrelevant here. 
You can answer it. 

BY THE DEPONENT: .v? ; "V; •' ; •• 


A Certainly to the best of my total knowledge, 
recollection and belief the answers must stand as given 
because I was surprised when I read that complaint 

Q Did anything in particular cause you to be sur- : 
prised when you read the' complaint? ; 

A Just the allegations with regard to poisoning and 
that sort of thing. I think that’s pretty serious. r;:.I' 


Just —• to me it’s a shocking thing. 




Q •:.4 Mr. Gray, as you probably 1 know from reading the 




< •VC ■:$ £ .% 
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Gj^fFiterg/Gray-^ 
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';' *‘f‘. 'CvT! ’;' * y; * ■ ■ . 

'•;••••'.<. ‘ • ' '': ; yr y:.: * : ¥**?% *>*•‘ N'^y y. •;'' v - y . .V-yV^^ry^;-: • ••••',;' $*?■/; *■*£:''' i £ 

, r ’ - ■ 

- ; *yVy • '■ • ••:' : /' - : .V 

■. ■, . t • ... t -•.... f > . v. ■. ,-,.,. ', '.• \. . ..<tO ■■■■ 


3-^M 

complaint this is an alleged conspiracy case and what I am 

; : iy •’ 

..;^:\ : ; ; V: ;|0; 

going to do now is to ask you a series' of questions about 

- ; . .. •: •• ;, •••. / : ; ». • *••; y*. • •• •■ .••- y •.. . •. -. ■• .. y. . v .. at ^ • t .• •• .<; y. 

your contacts if any with the other defendants in'this ease 

about the subject of leaks, information to the press, and 

■' y ,; .r, 

yy •/*•_..,*/. • ‘y •’ - ... 

: r’ 

,*>>’'*; . ■ ■«>- , • . *« ( y ■ ; ‘\ 


■ *’■'* * •,• ‘ .;.' _. ■ ■[', 

•" the subject of Jack Anderson. ' Okay? ••’ ' " ; 'yf-y ' ••••?. 


•■'^y :’■ r*';- ... - / 

A Yes.^ Well , I can tell you I had no contacts with \ 


/’ ; :> ; '*-;. ‘ ;-v ■ 

y. any of them about the subject of leaks to 13ie press with y 


:|) $$:M 

reference to Mr. Anderson. My contacts in the continual ...'yy 

- berating that I took was. directed toward ^ tbei.'.'leaks' during ' i' v >. 

% 

/*>'■ 1 *'..;?" : /; 

the Watergate investigation, the so-called alleged leaks 



from Justice Department sources and the accusation made to 



me that these were coming from members of the FBI. And I 

vehemently denied that they were c<Maing from the FBI but ' 

.' : r 

'X'f&l* & S'- ' ' ' \ * ;• 

that’s where I took the heat. But there would be from 



I remember one specific meeting with John Ehrlichman ' ^ 

complaining to me about the leaks from the FBI , and I think 


/ ■* pj* * \ V- .* . 

it was some time in October when either the Segretti story 


• *• 4 . 

came out or Haldeman being the custodian of the slush fund 


. "Sy -V . ■' /; y . 

came out. It was that type of things. -But nothing in ref- : yc 


■ vV'V-. ; . *•■ 

erence to Mr. Anderson as such^; : \ 



Q When you say nothing in reference to Mr. Anderson 



as such are you also including within that answer Mr. 

' j ; 


Anderson's columns and Mr. Anderson*s associates and family? 

;A Yes, becaiise they were generally^dii^cted^toward ■— 

*' -< ‘ ■ ••* t • “* ... « ■' y V *s V ;• • • •% ■ ii*y.r:r5 .. 

• : f; •’ :•••.' •* ’ ‘ : ^ • : • L ' : y.y **' • /y''■ y ‘ • 

y y .• 

‘ ■ •'•* ■ ! 

•'Cy? ;^yyy 

■idyV? y;; l&P ’: Smith ; Reporters, 

■' ••'•' . vi'v*.}^ x Hr! - .* iti'-v'/S'', • y.'y*yy, . <t v-5 ‘vV^V 0 i>"<»'<* '•J&wtiph > 

yyiv 








the ones that I remember mo.^ • ^ 'culariy Segretti 

story where he was alleged to fiave been delivered hisf|1>sr302 t 

■' . v . : : : .v • >*■' 

v ; . /' ■- • • •• •; • * ♦ k^P 

the report of interview by FBI agents. And the other one I 
remember is the report — I think it was inthe Washington 'pi 
Post 'and it may hava been in other papers — with rega3Pd^%6^- 
Mr* Haldeman being the custodian of the so-called slush fimdl 
Q Let me try to run through these' questions qyicfclyC 


; .A Sure. £:^sF;7v£<.i. W|y : ; 

■ ■ • . • u *' .■ ’’ '.’j',/, 1 s. t . ; yv.‘vv‘;jv:*'»/ \^ * ■: - 

Q And something may occur to you as we go through. 
the questions. ~Do you know the defendant Richard Nixon? 

A Do I know him? I know him as the President of 
the United States, and my relationship with him was a pro¬ 
fessional relationship as is amply demonstrated by his own 
transcripts. ; /" ' ; ‘ v ■ 

Q I'm going to limit my questions to the time period 
that you were head of the FBI. While you were head of the 
FBI did you ever have any contact, either orally or in :>vy;. 
writing, with Mr. Nixon concerning unauthorized leaks of 
information to the press? . ‘--V : v : 5 ; ';>:'*'/>>'• 

MR. MORTENSONj I object to the question.’J 
It is not limited to discussions pertaining to ■■■£}>■■ 
/ Jack Anderson or leaks alleged to have been in-' 


:• VO <■% 


volved in the allegations of this complaint 

MR. GEBHARDT: Mr. Franzinger, are ypu^^y^; 

• "£?■ ■'■ • ■■.• ^ v S';;''??* 


- y’ Smith Reporters, Inc.. . . / 
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; f./- objecting .to that question,too? '" 

MR. FRANZINGER: I am objecting to the 
question also but I am not advising him not to 
answer, so go ahead, V v ‘7' : ; ' i'-\- 

■ ^ MR. GEBHARDT: What is the basis of your 

' objection? . : : ; : • ; v'^V. 

MR. FRANZINGER:. I concur in Mr. Mortens on’s 
objection. I am not prepared to engage in a debate 
with you on the record as I think you are leading 
up to~ and I am not advising him not to answer the 
question so lets proceed, please. 

MR. GEBHARDT: Mr. Gray — 

THE DEPONENT: What was the question now? 

I want to be sure that I understand it. 

(Whereupon, the last question was repeated vy. 
by the Court R^por€^p); ; f 7 

BY THE DEPONENT: Vr;^ ' : 

A The only contact that I can rememberin that re¬ 
spect was when I : met with the President when he told me that 
he was going to send my name to the Senate as the Director, 
of the FBI, and he told me once again ref erring'-bacp: to 


the Water 


leaks that I've got to be tougher on the 


FBI agents, that I've got to .be like Hoover and thatj;I*ye 


got to use the lie detector 


:tor test on them* 




; ,. . ^7 • Smith Reporters, Inc. ' ' . 









Gi^nberg/GrayteQQ. - ' 


And I said, "Mr. President, those leaks in the Water¬ 
gate investigation” — these may not be verbatim words but -i- 
"Those leaks in the Watergate investigation did not come :v 
from agents of the FBI.” ; ,,v ' V' ^' 

Q Then I take it you had no contact with Mr. Nixon 
about any of the leaks referred to in the complaint in this 
action? ' '• " 

A No, because I met with the President of the United 
States very few times during that period. When it was j 
Initially decided to appoint me, then the day after Mr. 
Hoover’s funeral, and then the day that he decided that he 
was eventually going to send my name to the Senate. 

Q Did you ever have any contact with Mr. Nixon 
about Jack Anderson or Jack Anderson's family or associates? 
A None that I recall because he was never that 



specific. His talk to me on this particular occasion was 
the Watergate leaks and I have absolutely no recollection 
of the mention of any specific journalist. ■ i 

Q Other than the testimony you have just given did 
you and Mr. Nixon ever have any contact about procedures to 
.control; leaks? \ 

A No, certainly not, other than >tot I have testified 
to. ■ y ~. v . y V' .-v , t ; .| 

;; Q •> With respect to the Watergate leaks? ' y '^-. i 
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. .;• A IlyO That's; ■ rri ^ V v. ^ V ^ 


‘v;.* ' 

' • r^ v;,;r • • ... . ; 

■ 

“/. . 

Q When you were head of the FBI did you ever send 

any information obtained from the FBI files and records to 


‘ V '\ ’ 

i, ; -steuVi ; 

Mr. Nixon on the subject of leaks or on the subject of Jack 


’ \ :***<%.' : V " >=• . ' • ■'■* * “ 

•* • ... *■ ,i. > ■ •• .. ': ■.. 

■., ■ * • 

'*■ V>;-'^s ’ * * ••' * “ • ’ 

" *“* S 

.Anderson? ; i1 $&***&£• X; '' ••?1 : 'V. ■ 


,: : V \. ’ j-* . 

... ’ \? ‘ ’:.'HKVV t*> : . 

;I certainly recall no such but there could have 


‘; 2 r‘V‘i. ■■ ■■w**--* V 

been name check requests that came over, but neither the 


«•- .. . * . • :• • •* v ! 

**’*% .. ■■-: r.:." • , 

President nor anyone on his immediate staff ever called me 



and said "I want information about Jack Anderson”. That is 

:■ ■ . 

,-X ■ . ... • \ ' 

certainly my strong recollection. f- 


-• : 

Q As Acting head of the FBI did you ever have any 



contact either orally or in writing with the defendant ' v;:; 

Henry Kissinger concerning the subject of unauthorized leaks 


-ti 

of information to the press? X; : : 


Iff:. ;v ■■; 

A No, I did not. . ’ •... '^1 

Q Did you have any contact with Mr. Kissinger either 


, .1 ‘ • .. 

orally or in writing concerning .Jack 'Anderson?.; 

■ ■ 

1 ; ; :V\ y : . ■: <’ 

■ a No. -_'v.: 

-■r 1 ■■ ■ 

• t. > * 

Q Or Jack Anderson’s family or associates? 

! 


A No, I did- 


. .. • • • ' f '.*■ • 

Q Did you have any contact with Mr. Kissinger con¬ 



cerning the wire tapping of Charles Radfoi^d? ^ v: .- : 


0;--XXX 

. •. *&■& ; ■ , ' ■ . ’■ 

*v-;«>!■ 

\ ' No, I did not. : 

Q : 1 Did you have any contact^\>*ith ! ^ 

•’ '••• • * ;..*•• .. ‘ ; • .. ' X ' ‘ > <): ”*V • ^ ^ ’** ' ‘ ' ’ ' * ‘ ’* 

*'■ 

. ■ r • • * • **'V 

?• -1 ; r ;v. _ S: 

4 *'■ ’ 4 ;> ‘ v*^V:s; 

.. " ••• • >..* 4 / .v: •• ** : /-* n ^ i" v*'V- . -J 

;v -'txvr■--Ci-;KV • • 

' • ;Cr; • -V;, • .x^y^^Srnith , Reporters,''' 

• - V* 1 * ■ X ' '■v-'r’+y- "• •’ -S : '.r ^'^ 

. ;• .. V:- ’k’ v zy~'' \ .. ~ v 1 
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you were head' of the FBI ?:'-\ff 

MR. MORTENSON: Objection. ' '• /* =' -.1.'' 

: . MR*;'FRANZINGER: • - You .can answer yes or no. 

■f&'Ym 

; S A No, I had no contact with him. I remember when I 
first came into the office I tried to call him and telephoned 
him to meet with him, and my recollection is I spoke to 
General Hague, but that was Just to go over and sit down 
and meet with him and have him know me. And the same as I 
did with Mr. Helms when I went over to meet Mr. Helms at 
the CIA. " > :/3'' .•••*';V:' 

Now I may have seen him on some social occasions at 
the $hite House, my wife and I attended perhaps six or eight 
of those, but never did I engage in more ~ if I did see 
him never did I engage in more than two or three minutes 
conversation with Mr. Kissinger, and I doubt that I did that 
because I don’t have that recollection orfeelforthat kind 
of a contact with him. : ■ : : ■ ■ 

Q And you never discussed the question of the subject 

■'Vof leaks?' ; V:-v :K '-v 


•' v Q Did you ever send any information obtained from 
the FBI files and records to Mr. Kissinger — ' 

MR. MORTENSON::ObjectionI 


Reporters, ■[Inc.'' " 
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BY MR. GEBHARDT: •' 


on the subject of leaks or on the subject of 


jack Anderson? 


! MR. FRANZINGER: You can answer. 


' BY 13JE DEPONENT: Jj'. .'^V'- h<;. 

A; None whatever that I can recollect. v This is not 
to say, however* that once again there could not have been 
requests that would come from the White House to a name ! 
check section in the Federal Bureau of Investigation, but 
did your question relate specifically to wire tap informa¬ 
tion? • 

Q No, Just with respect to the subject of leaks. 

A No. No. I don’t recall any whatsoever. 
q My next line of questions refers to the time 
period when you were both head of the Civil Division and 
later acting head of the FBI. During that time period did 
you ever have any contact orally or in writing with the 
defendant John Mitchell concerning unauthorized leaks of 
information to the press? -Jr \ ■ -.•:^'!!|V-• 

A You’re talking now when I was acting as Assistant 
Attorney General Civil Division and Acting Director of the, 
FBI, for that period of time between May 3 to May 16 when 
I held - those • two. hats?' '• ; *&$§£• 


ObSZf.: 'fcl'. That*s rights 












■ : ;^ ; ;'(^eenberg/Gra|^-4394 :•. 


A I held those two positions. 




MR. ;FRAN2INGER: Simultaneously. $ 


uh$» ' • W ‘ - ,£> 


BY THE DEPONENT:-; 


^v‘ >. . • • ... . 


A That * Ss When 'l held those positions during that 

r * . y v ‘ ’ .wXtc.- : -■*•••,• V \ \ 

••' >•' s ■ /• * ; s •. 

period of time and :the answer is no. ■ 

The answer is no? ' : ./v Vv'-.; ^v’.- 


-No. 


MR. FRANZINGER: Off the record. 


(Off the record) 





BY MR. GEBHARDT: . 

Q My previous question related to the time period 
when you held either the position of head of the Civil 
Division and then the position as acting head of the FBI. 

A No. The answer is still no. 

Q At this time period did you ever have any contact 
with Mr. Mitchell about Jack Anderson or about Jack Anderson’ 
column or about Jack Anderson*s associates, or family? 

A No, I don’t recall Mr.Mitchell ever speaking in’ 
those terms* As you probably know he was a rather reserved 
man and my position with him was as an Assistant Attorney 
General and to me he was General. I never called him John. 
When I was in his office I stood up. I didn’t sit down. 

Q ; ■ Did you have any contact during this time period 
with Mr. Mitchell about^ procedures to control leaks ;of 
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information to the press? 1 

A- I Ho, I did not*? rfMf 

’’ . /•;* «. it . »:*♦ >. • ; V , *> ' . fcU’-K.'**- iv* 1 ♦' " N , *♦. r« •• ’. ,.* •• C.'V • • ’’ / • ’• i ,;•« , ' 

- •_•, ••**.* ' ’••• , ■ * **••.*. •■ .•. " ■ / ' < **»»•?**;»-«.[■ ' ?*•- * > n '• si t) ./V; .* 

£ Q Did you ever have-^apy contact with Mr. Mitchell -I 
when you were acting heaid of ithetipi about the Watergate £ 

■ : • t*'■/ : t- •- -;>>- - : y 

* ' 4 , * . " ' ■}* ; fy • t»” t . , • • » . ‘i ‘ I ■* - 

• • * * * . ' * ' , 4 V .. .*• - - ,fr - * *. / «■. '> 

leaks..that you have already testified about? ■ 

; .: . ..i. ■ . .*'/• : ■" •' ...• • ■. 

A No, because*at.;.that:£imp as I recall he was with 

- ~ - **., ‘*V . • * ’ *1 * • • •• 

the Committee to Reelect the President and I had no contact 

■ 4* • f- A •.Wtsa*, .*' '*■**'"’*.. . - .. * ■ * ■.?!.' >*'•. 

‘ • . ‘ M '« /• * ' X -• ' *■ ; . ■ 

with those people with; regard^ to Watergate oliier than the 
investigative capacity through my agents. But I personally. 


Q You personally had no dealing with Mr. Mitchell 
at that time? " 


Q Did you send any information obtained from the 
FBI files and records to Mr. Mitchell concerning the subject 
of leaks or concerning the subject of Jack Anderson? 

A To the best of my recollection, no ^because that 
was.' just not a subject that was 

Q When you were acting head of the FBI did you have 
any contacts either orally or in writing with the defendant 
H. R. Haldeman concerning unauthorized leaks of information 
to the press? ^ ..;y ; :|££l£:,;..£- : ; V. • ;• 


A No. 


Q .;4:-r Concerning 


, .*£!* r ’-.w * * —•• V.* v-V •. ;S , v . 

,• \*%V; t '■ . • '•••.• . *, • t • • •?. 

JacSf ThidersOTi? : ’ £4 ; ^f;'f • : £; ■:" 


; •> f Smith Reporters",*Inc. ->-$v 

..... . a.k’• '<S'. ‘ M?*’: v v 









:\v • Q ^?dOr any of Jack Andersens columns or his family 
r his associates? : 

--• •*.;•::•• /■ •/."?• -.v^V ' .; • -*• ■%**.«$ ‘ >'•• g*’p : "-'.''V' ", 




Concerning procedures to control leaks? 




A No. I talked with Ehrlichmdn only»on that, v 

, * ’ • • ‘ ' \ •! • w ' . ■ t» 

Q Haldeman? _ X 

* _ . _ ' ■ ■ .. • • .. \ - , ■ & ; . 4 •• • ;■; •'• 

' *•/ * * ..*• tv- • ‘ w , v"-, 

. A Yes. I know I talked "with mK ^lichman only 

. ; - « * * V * ’ ' ’ *'* ' - 

on that one occasion, and for your record the only time I 
talked with Mr .^Haldeman was one time when I was directed 
by one of the Senators to find out if he had read any of the 
material that I had been providing to John Dean in the con¬ 
duct of his inquiry for the President. ^ 

When I first tried to reach Mr. Haldeman he didn't 
return my call... I called John Dean. T said*, "l* ye got to r 
talk to Mr. Haldeman because I've got to answer these 
Senator's questions.** So Mr. Haldeman called me back.and v; 
said no, he had not read the FD-302's and I. reported that 
to the Senate. • That's it. ?/:'[&}^ : ; 

Q Did you send any information obtained from the 
FBI records and files to Mr. Haldeman on the subject of leaks 
or on. the subject of Jack Anderson?; ’ 

A : No, I did not. / ‘ i . 

Q'H-V When you were acting head;;:;-oiL the FBI did you ever 

















have any contact either orally or in writing with the 
defendant? John Ehrlichman concerning unauthorized leaks of 
Information-to the press? ; V 

’ A Only on the one that I have previously testified , 




to in October when he took me over the coals for. the Water- 

• ■* _ * ' , ** ■ _ ' ,, * 

• ' " •• •:'«*'•««? . ,‘V 

gate leaks that were being published at that' time and stated 
that these were coming from the FBI , they tetd^to be/ apd I 
denied it. I said that they were not comipg;:;from the FBI 
and that was that. -V-•• 

Q Was that contact in person — 
a Yes. ••• :•;• : 


Q or.on. the .telephone?-\ 

A No, that was in person at his office. 

Q ^ Did you discuss with Mr. Ehrlichman procedures to 
control' leaks'? V'/• y 

A No, I did not. I told him that Mark Felt and I 
were making some efforts within the FBI ~ I told him we 
were planning to make some efforts within the FBI 'to; plant 
information to see if we could determine positively that any 
of this information was coming from the FBI, and we never ; 
did do that. : v ' x'i?*?' • 

Q Never planted the information? V: -_ 

A ; :^.'.No,.'we didn’t do it. We decid|^t it wouldbe 
fruitless because of the mass of paper thatfnolls-^ ;. 


Smith. Reporters; Inc. 










the, FBI trying to trace.,,it down,;'.. ^ 
J Q t;; Did you ever send Mr* Ehrlichman any information 
obtained from the FBI files and records concerning thef^'- 


subject leaks or concerning Jack Anderson? 


■’ ISJ *'• * • 


A Not that I recall, and certainly not with regard 


■ . v 4} t /. 


to Mr. Anderson, f And I doubt very seriously that I would 


have put anything in writing to him regarding leaks other 
than that one conversation that I had with him with regard 

. ■ ( , -1 * * ■ * : ’«.■/.> ‘ ' * •* ,* • ' »-,!'•* , ■ ■“ •tops 

to the Watergate leaks. My problem through all that period 
of time in the FBI was Watergate leaks. ; V . , : 

Q When you were at the Justice Department and then 
acting head of the FBI did you ever have- any contact either 
orally or in writing with the defendant Richard KLeindienst 
concerning the subject of unauthorized leaks of information 
to the press? 

A No, I don't think so, but it's conceivable that • 
it could have come up in conversations or at luncheons, but 
I recall no specific incident. Certainly not when I was in 
the Civil Division,.' " •/. ; y;v 

And when I was in the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
I went up there with the understanding with Mr. IG.eindienst 
that he's put me in there as theActlng Director and I:; ;:;: ;. 
couldn ’ t do the job get some other boy. \ So he wasn’t look- 
ing over my shoulder and I wasn * t going around asking-him 
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what to do on each and every occasion. That was the re¬ 
lationship that we had- ' ‘ K 'V 

Q Did you ever have a discussion withMr. Kleindienst 
during this time period about Jack Anderson? . 

A I don't recollect any such conversation. I don't 
know what the subject matter of it could have been or would 
have been. 


Q Did you discuss Jack Anderson's column on Dita 


Beard? 


A I’m sure that that must have come up during the 
ITT hearings, but whether I had a direct conversation with 
Mr. Kleindienst on that or not I certainly can't recall. 

Q Did you have any correspondence with Mr. 
.Kleindienst about Jack Anderson?; .', 

A I don't recall any because I don't know that I 
would have had any reason to have had any such correspondence 
with him on that. : 

Q \dien you coordinated the efforts that you have 
previously testified to concerning the reopening of the 
Kleindienst confirmation hearings did you prepare anything > 
in writing for Mr. Kleindienst?. 

A The attorneys prepared it and it was coordinated S 
through me and then it was sent IMnk "it; was : ;| 

the Associate Deputy Attorney General who headed the -r -: ;*v? : 

;• •.. ; ■' .%i£ : Sv; j 

■ ,;W ’’ ;-J. fif ;• % Smith Reporters, ’''Inc 
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legislative section. That material that we did went up to 
them and the documents I sent directly over to the committee. 

Q So let me ask you again. Did you prepare anything 
in writing for those hearings? US'" 

A No, I didn’t prepare it. It was prepared by 
attorneys within the department. 

Q Did those attorneys prepare anything in writing 
on Jack Anderson? • : 

. A I do not recall. 

Q Mr. Gray, did the memorandum prepared by the 
department attorneys for the reopening of the KLeindienst 
confirmation hearings contain any information about Jack 
Anderson’s column on the so-called Dita Beard memorandum? 

A I can’t recall with any specificity but I’m sure 
there must have been something to that effect in there, but 
I do not recall. These were not actuallymemoranda. They 
were entitled Issues and Answers papers, and the other phase 
of it was correction of the 

Q I understand, . • 


Q Off the record. . 


(Off the record) 


MR. GEBHARDT: The Issues papers that you 
3ust referred to, Mr. Gray; I would like to ask 

Smith Reporters, Inc. ' . % ' 
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• ■ J'.y 

• : •’ ' ' • - •• • ; ‘ /: 'l v ""v-:’t^-• 




'■ : ’V . 


- Mr.; Franzinger to have those papers produced to ; 

V>- 


■X'f plaintiff In this case.'' • • • ji . 

: v > 

~'¥*;■- : : x...-v 

* '> '»,►*? * *• _ *' t h * r ,, , 

£. • “i'-#'. • 

• v :>y- * . ■ ' • , \ 

• * c *;.,*!»;«££ ‘ ' 

‘V &K*b * * +/* , _ - • , . . 

# . • , « - * , i . 

<**vV ‘'. •• - ».;■■;■ 

:< i &.• x MR * FRMZINGISl s.. ;I will ■ note yo^”requestf f 

I don’t think it’s proper under rule 34. 

Wi ' 1 

% w r> .. ! 

i,v " ' '' • 

• • ' 

BY MR. GEBHARDT: ;; ,;T '.f;- .-v--.': ! ;■ 


1 : 

/*,? >?®S* •■••.•..': •:•••'•; 

Q Mr. Gray, when you were acting head of the FBI 


^ #«<#■ ' 1 . - /; * ; 

did you ever send any information obtained from the FBI’s 


•^ v *.'•? 

I* 15 : / ; 

records and files and send that information to Mr. ;;;r.v 

KLeindienst on the subject of leaks or on the subject of 


■ ' ’/ • • 

Jack Anderson? " v ; 'r, -■ •• ;.-i\ff-- 

. ■*■ 

l': 

A Not that I recall at all, no. . ' 


]j§3p^ 

Q When you were'at "the. Civil Division and later 

acting head of the FBI did you’'have any contact either . i 



orally or in writing with the defendant Robert Mardian con¬ 


IIS-;; 

cerning unauthorized leaks of infom»tion to the press? 

A No. : ;• ;C■ f ; ■ ’. : . • • •■ 



Q ' ;\''", : Conceming':’.^ack, : ;.Anders5mt.’^|3' !- :^^^^ 


V7 ' ■’ 

• : *. -’a ' *t A v • ’.’V ■ .’'Vi j i-* ' ‘ ' *•“" ’ii.«Hs*" • ,c-„• "**'•>■ *■' : i 

• • ' :V A No • ' ;:;;*f •; -v : / J: '** , V •; **f •-• •. • ;, v x.• •. v; •./. ;^K; i: •. ‘J * ' 1 • 

: . 


Q Concerning Jack Anderson f s columns, his family 



or associates? '- ■ fi. ■: 



,A' : . No. Certainly none that I recall. : ;I don*t recall 


,, V*\ •; 

: discussing that at all with Bob Mardian at thattime because 


'• 3SS 

■ *» ■■ ■ • 'v.'l. " •• 

at that time. ke ’.was - over;at ';the ■Conunittee ; ' to.^Reelect 

President. Prior to that he was Assistant Attorney General • 


—,>.j 

... j.-TfcL -• >:>/ : . v « „ •; ?• 

. . v*. J b»v****' •• • • ... -* ! 

-"SU/ ;■]§££■ ’ ■•if' 

■ • r . - ; E '.»•• ; ; • Smith Reporters, Inc. : ’< ’ ‘ ^ ' ' : - l ' ' 1. 

\* r '- 













: in the In^^ and there was no meshing 

of our work at all, / ' \ ; 

■ Mr. Mardian involved in the decision to ask 

#'the FBI for a lab report on the so-called Dita Beard memo- 
■Srandum?; J•’JvV 
5 'A •:::' : If he was I, don't know or recall that he was. 

He may have initiated the request on his own but I don’t 

Q During this time period did you ever discuss with 
Mr. Mardian procedures to control leaks? 


Q When you were head of the FBI did you send Mr. 
Mardian any information obtained from the FBI * s files and 
records concerning either the subject of leaks or of Jack 
\ Anderson? •••: •'•Tv'• : ■ 

A None that I know of, but I do not know the re¬ 
lationship between the attorneys in the Intemal Security 
v Division and the FBI at the working level^ re¬ 

member when Mr. Mardian left the Department of Justice.; I 
don’t think he was there when I was Acting Director of the 

; fbi. _V 

Q * When you were Acting Director of the FBI did you 
ever have any contact either orally or in writing with the 
,defendant Charles Colson concerning unauthorized bleaks of 
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information to the press?; ■->^ •;SI - : I'' •<’.. 

V : ;friOv't^ H6^'IrS^''^yone telephone call fromMr. ' 
: f\*|?ols.Qrii' : Ighat was in October and I was up here at Stonington 
C/.at my home* and when I told him where I was;he said, fI 
v • aj>oiogize for us chasing you down but what I wanted to talk 

• . y .. • ' - ■ ; • . ’ ■ . f :' '/:'■• ‘ . :* ' 

■•■*s*k.‘.'&+nr$F-'. - fc . 4^‘j. . . • • •: * • • . - ' 

-"--to you,about isn't that important," and to this day I can’t 
•••^•remember *£iat that call was about but that’s the only tele- 
;;;phone call.* ■ '• 

q Your reference to October means October 1972? 

. ■ , A - ' Yes *7' / :• ' ^ : 'V:: •\ -V. ; ; 

- Q Earlier when you testified about an October meet¬ 
ing with John Ehrlichman were you also, referring to October 
-1972? 'I' _Sfe' '• 

A Yes, that" was October 1972. - 
'■ Q Did you ever have any contact ./'with 

about procedures to control leaks? V_ 


Q ;;; Any correspondence with Mr; Colson about that? 


A None that 1 recall. 


,J vrs. • v.*. 


Q When you were head of the FBI did you ever send 
any information obtained from the FBI’s files and records 
to Mr. Colson concerning the subject of leaks or of Jack 
; - Anderson?' v : ?4 : :i'; ife■ ¥ • -v I-n : - 



, A, • ^ -None that I would recall, no.’:-fe 
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. Q When you were Acting Birector of the FBI did you 
send any ■information obtained from the FBI'sreCordsor 
•files to.: (Chiirles Colson on‘any subject? : .■ ; : i.'• ■ -; : : = 


■ ■ «... 




. • MR.: FRANZINGER: I object to the question. 

•? V.....* v ;L* l‘V*“-T * ;% vr : . ’ -• V.; - ; _! 

■. I advise him not,to answer. 


.& _L J* - 


BY MR. GEBHARDTt' 


.felyfl' 


Q il Jhen you were at the Civil Division and later the 
acting head of the FBI did you ever have any contact either 
orally or in writing with David Young, a defendant in this 
case, concerning unauthorized leaks of information to the 
press? 

A No. I recollect only one telephone call with 
David Young and it had to do with terrorism.- That's when 
I was Acting Director of the FBI and he was head of the 
Cabinet Committee and had the responsibility of handling 
that. : ;v%. \ ■ 

Q Do you remember the month and year?// 1 
A No, I don't recall the month and year at ail!;v 
Q I take it you never had any discussions or corres¬ 
pondence with Mr. Young about procedures to control leaks? 

■ A I did not.- . - 7 . V: : i 

Q Did; you ever send any information from the FBI & 
files and records concerning leaks or Jack AndersOnto Mr. ? 
Young? '■< 

















concerning unauthorized leaks of information to the press? 


• ; A No. I didn’t know Mr. Hunt at all; had no ' ; 

contact with him whatsoever on any subject at any X 

.Q t- : y Have you ever spoken or corresponded with Mr , ’, ^ 
Hunt? . ■ ' N V^' w-v 

.. . . ( \ J l a'-***-*’*,, * 

; : ’ . .} '* * ■- ■'* ,* V* , ' 

A No. I did not respond to a letter that he sent 

. .• .. • , , Hj*,. «* • «•>**'■ > t ..;■*»< . .* 

me during the Watergate investigation sayingmyagents were 
investigating and pursuing the investigation with fartoo 

. •: ♦. ; ''.{tv* *■ *’ ^- ... • *. 

; ■. '■ .. ..;■■■ . ' .» . v * 

much aggression and vigor, but I did not respond to that 
letter. 

Q Move on to the next defendant. During the same 
time period did you ever have any contact either orally or 
in writing with G. Gordon Liddy concerning unauthorized 


leaks of information to the press? 


A No. I did not even know Mr. Liddy at all, had no 
contact with him whatsoever at any time.. .v..,’,y ! ' 

Q You have never spoken or corresponded with Mr. 


Liddy? 


No, I have not. 


Q During the same time period did you ever have any 
contact either orally or inwriting with Jeb S. Magruder, ; 
a defendant in this case, concerning unauthorized leaks of 


information to the press? 


:V. A vV No. 














Q : 'Concerning Jack Anderson? 


Q t; Concerning any of Jack Anderson * s columns? < His 


family? His associates? 




Q Concerning procedures to control leaks?.'' • ^-r ^ 

• - ‘ ’ ■ ’’ '•••'; :V * V.y' 

A No, • ' '■/'Vv;. 

~ • ... '•;*. . ■ i .. ‘ 1 * * • .■ .* .. ■ t 

Q Did you ever send any information obtained-from 
the FBI files and records to Mr. Magruder concerning'the 
subject of leaks or of Jack Anderson? 

A None whatever that I recall, no. 

Q Do you know who Mr. Magruder is? 

A Yes, I know who Mr. Magruder is. 

Q Did you ever discuss the Dita Beard memorandum 
with Mr., Magruder? • •• v-fo 


Q Did you ever discuss the Kleindienst Confirmation 
hearings with .him?- : } r ■, 

A . With Mr. Magruder? ; ' v-" y' • •' 

Q Yes. ; • /\ 

A - v: ^.No.V .V-''" :Y 'v 


Q During the same time period when you were at the 
Justice Department and iater acting head of the FBI: did you 
ever have any contact either orally or •■'in writing 
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John Dean, III, the former White House counsel and defendant 
in this action, concerning the subject of unauthorized leaks 
to the press? -vwl ’t 

A None other than the fact that I transmitted that v 
Dita Beard memorandum to him at his request. 

Q Did you have any communication with Mr. Dean, about 
the documents stolen from the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

vA'v::; None that I ever recall because I don * t recall 
John Dean injecting himself into that matter..^;- : ;;k:V i• i 
Q Did you ever discuss or correspond with John Dean 
about Jack Anderson? 


Q About any Jack Anderson columns?. C 
■ A None that I would- recall,- 
Q Did you ever discuss or correspond with Mr. Dean 
about procedures to control leaks? - >•- ' 


Q Can you remember your discussion with Mr.'"Dean . 3 ' 
about the' Dita...Beard memorandum? • ■ 

; A I previously testified to that. .He called me and 
asked me if I could make it available to him and I said it 
was a public document and that the committee was interested 
in its authenticity and I would make it available to him. 'if* 
Q . Did you ever send any information obtained from 


Smith Reporters, Iric. : t 












the FBI files and records concerning the subject of leaks 
or concerning Jack Anderson to Mr. ■ Dean? '' 

• A None whatever that I recall, no. : ; \v; \Y|- \; V 

Q : - During the same time period did you ever have any 
contact either orally or in writing with the defendant John 
Caulfield concerning the subject of unauthorized leaks of . 
information to the'- press?' ; .-:U; 

Q Concerning Jack Anderson? . • ' 


Q Concerning any of the Jack Anderson columns, his 
associates, his family? V 


Q Concerning Charles Radford? 


Q Did you ever have any contact with Mr. Caulfield 


about procedures to control leaks? 




Q Did you send him any information obtained from the 
.FBI files and records' .concerning leaks? -■£=.•• •• 

A None whatever that I recall. 

Q Or Jack Anderson. Do you know Mr. Caulfield? 

A r know who he is and I met with him ononlyone 
■ occasion. ■' ' y ■' : iSreeq 


.: . •- ^ Smith Reporters, Inc. v 

•f V. - • ‘; 1 C- '• V■ r,' V-iv\ - ’ >' 


Sr«> 
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, if***'. - * 

i’K 

• ,V l 

‘ •: 

' \! •• 




r -;?? ' 






-i 


q * 




Q Was that meeting in any way related to any of the 




Not at •*•'.'•• 

„v , v V.-- -v *•/ NsVV *; • 

During the same time period did ybu ever have any 


allegations raised in the complaint in this cdse? 

: - 5 :A 

Q 

contact either orally or in writing with the defendant 
Anthony Ulasewicz concerning unauthorized leaks of informa¬ 
tion to the press? - • .V' : i' •••Yy'-'"'f V"' 

A No. I don't even know Mr. Ulasewicz. 

Q You have never had any discussions or correspondency 
with' Mr.' Ulasewicz? - • "V T ■;. > • 

A No, never met him. 

Q I'll move on to the next defendant. During the 
same time period did you ever have any contact either orally 
or in writing with the defendant James McCord concerning 
unauthorized leaks of information to the' press? "Y!.:Y 

A None whatever. The same answer would apply there. 

I do not know; Mr. McCord. 1 have not met him. 

Q You have had ho : cbrrespondenc^witii ' 

.. a No. • ;;Y; :* ■v-r^i-v 

; Q During the same time period did you ever have any V: 
contact either orally or in writing with the .defendantY 
Herbert Kalmbach,concerning leaks? 

A * . - No ,■I did not .' 




S&C. 








■'i; : 1 - Reporters,' 

"> ... v s?.*■ t'i; 


Vsr»; > ,y 









yvy- A No. yy'vy; : : V:;y'v ; : "yy / y- • 

y : ^'. Q During the same time period did you ever have any 
contact either orally or in writing with defendant Richard ' 
Helms concerning unauthorized leaks of information to the 
press? ■■ -, y'" .. .p •' ' 7. : . 

, y-lpA/. ■ ' No, I did not. A -pj: v t'ypyy Cy^yyf f. 

Q :y Concerning jack Anderson? •, ;■'/ • P,;-. 
yA ■ No, I did not. " ' 7rp,p.y-p'y ■ . :; 'y\"' 

Q Concerning any of Jack Anderson's colunms? His 
associates, hisTfamily? 

y : : ; 4 A No, I did not. .Vv p pp. 

Q Concerning procedures to control leaks? 

A No, I did not, 7' : "- p;: :; yp.yP 

Q Did you ever send Mr. Helms any information ob¬ 
tained from the FBI files and records concerning leaks or 


Jack Anderson? 

A None that I recall. 


Q You testified that you had'one meeting with Mr. 


Helms? 


A Well, I had one meeting with him initially and I 
was relating that to the early days of my tenure in the FBI 
And then I recollect that I had a later meeting with him in 


October that involved nothing to do with this case, 


And then I had a final luncheon for him when he was :.; 1 




i 

‘V.W4V>; 
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going away as Ambassador to Iran. Those weremy contacts 
with Mr... Helms," Mri':-Gebte^t. ; :3';'' : 9j;' : :'' • •-.= ’v .:•■• 

t;;:Mr. Gray f do you know about an operation of the \ 
CIA known as Mud Hen? • j£ ' ; V,‘ : /*;•!/ - •’ .V;#’;'A-V' S, 

,M- ;ONo, I do not* Vj . \ 

'* • •♦v». • . ;«j TJ*> ‘ *■ . ’ ■, * • '**,’*'. • • ■*’• V - • - • * * ' . ‘ C;‘. :. 1 fi. * ■ * 

Have you ever heard that term? : 

v ’v*, i * *• 

■•T'** . ■ '’ . «T ; * . • • r ; * • . *• ' ' ■, 

> ; r A ; * v Only I think I saw it in that complaint. - 

>*■*.> «’*??-?■ ., . • • , . ■ ■ ' 

: ' • Q That was the first time it came to your knowledge? 

:b ‘ '' ** ;/*, : ** V .. f £ 5 * . - ' . * ' ■’ ‘ • 

U..«-A That is correct. .::C r 

' . . * ;■ v - 

Q When you were acting head of the FBI did you ever 
discuss unauthorized leaks of information to the press with 
officials of the FBI other than what you have already testi¬ 
fied to concerning the Watergate leaks? ' 

A With Mark Felt certainly during the Watergate 
situation and that "was it.' • 

Q " And that was it? ' 

■ A ; .That./was itw .: V : / :; 

Q When you became acting head of the FBI did you 
have any discussions with FBI officials about the Dita Beard 
memorandum and the investigation on'that? ...v" 

A No. That did not come up until my confirmation 
hearings when we tried to reconstruct the movement of that 


memorandum. 


(The deposition recessed at 12:30 P.M.) 


> • 


*» . ; , 
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(The deposition resumed at 12:40 P.M.) 


BY MR. GEBgARDT: 


'Pi- 9 m \ '--Z' 

! ? $ uy 


: Q "Xtl want to go back to your testimony on your con- 

• •' • 4 * ' *V -I*,' r!* ^*<-**fr*‘ 1 t ; ' i V'• «. : . ‘ i-’.' * ^ ** »Vj* * '•/ * 

tact wilii' •President Nixon that you testified to earlier. 

At that, time during that meeting the President accused the 
FBI of rleaking information to Jack Anderson? vV '.. 

A V Certainly I gathered that — not to Jack Anderson 
but to “the press" in-general — with regard to Watergate. 
That's what he was concerned about. • 

Q You say the press in general. Can you remember 
anything else? Did he mention the newspaper? Did he mention 
Anderson? \ •• '; '• . Z-i' :' ; ' :'Zy 

A I don't recall him menti<ming : .a newspaper,' 1 birt 
there were many, innumerable stories in the Washington Post, 
as you know, about the Watergate investigation, almost daily. 

Q So you considered that the import of the Presi¬ 
dent's criticism? . : • \! 

. ■ . MR .^FFb^NZINGER: 1 ''-^ Considered^ *****.'.* : 1*';: 

BY MR. GEBHARDT: ,^' V " 

Q Strike that. Did you think this criticism of.. 
the FBI was directed towards the Washington Post as distinct 
.from-.Jack.Anderson or anybody 
V { :Z A /That- was 




MR. FRANZINGERj; Iobjecttothe 










V'"' 




. ^5- 

characterization. Go ahead. You can answer. 

... 

^T- :\*-p*g£fJ-y •' v I - v ';;i :.i;:h;; > 'Cg&Ji ^00 • .•:'"i- 


That was 


f* '41 . * %. 


BY THE DEPONENT: 

' : 

G Mr. Gray,;was the purpose of the Kleindienst 
hearings, the reopened Kleindienst hearings, the.discredit- 

■ »!> . X . ■■ • • 

- - . '. ’ ■* . ”»»,** - • ■- -•*' 1 ; ./ - ' 

ing of Jack Anderson’s story about the so-called Dita Beard 

*• ... . _ . . r • : . 

.V— ' - •... 

‘ i ", ■* * •* ■ . 

memorandum? j> t > C, ~ «-•; 

, • . . *' •“ ... %<•(**«»» - .*j Sp ** • . . • * ‘ > ", .. - 

. ,. - . v ^ .‘tj- 

A No. My impression and understanding was that Mr. 
Kleindienst felt that'his honor had been impugned and that 
he wanted to clear his own record and did not want to go 
into the position of Attorney General with this allegation 
hanging over his head. .C/.. ‘ ■ 

Q Was one of the intended effects of the reopened 
Kleindienst hearings the discrediting of Jack Anderson’s 
story about the so-called Dita Beard memorandum? ^ • 

MR. FRANZINGER: Objection. Repetitious. >• 
He has already testified what his understanding 
'was and 'the ; purpose of,it 

BY THE DEPONENT: - ” ' . , LfJ .. 

A " Yes, and my answer would be the same. ^That was v 
my impression of it, that Mr. Kleindienst felt that he 
personally, his honor had been impugned and-he wanted ltd 
clear the record before he assumed the position of Attorney 
General. 




; f;, f? 












*• 


Q In your role as the coordinator for Mr. Kleindienst 
in the reopened Kleindienst hearings was one of your assign¬ 


ments to prove that the so-called 


fraudulent or not real? 


Beard memorandum was 

1 * • . .' •.*' ■ . . - 



A No. That was not one of my assignments because 
the committee was interested in authenticity as was Mr. 
Kleindienst and as was the Department of‘Justice itself. 

Q Was one of your jobs, to prove that it was authentic 

. .. . ' r ‘ * >-R»” 

A No. My job was really not to prove one way or 
another. My job was supportive of Mr. Kleindienst in the I 
decision making process of submitting the.documentation re¬ 
quested by the committee, the development of these issues 
and answers papers. 

Q At the time of the reopened Kleindienst confirma¬ 
tion hearings did you know that someone in the Nixon Adminis¬ 
tration had turned the Dita Beard memorandum; so-called Dita 
Beard memorandum, back over to ITT for expert examination? o; : ;. 

A No, I did not. I found that out only on my 4;; ■ : 

confirmation hearings when Senator Burdick read back to me 
testimony from the reopened hearings, and I was hot present 
at those. The only time I was present at those hearings was 
when Mr. Kleindienst was testifying, 

Q So you had no role in turning that memorandum back 

over to ITT? . . (^enfeerg^iray^415 , ' : C . 


■ • -'X: '■ : . • •: X: .. r ■ - : ;s 

:'.v 
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A Absolutely not. I gave it to John Dean, period. 
Q At that time, the time of the .reopened confirma- 
tion hearings, did you know of expert document^kaminers 


named Tytell and McCrone? 


\ * * ■* . 

J *t, ,r* . . ,,u 


*-k • 


A Not until my own confirmation hearings when this 
was read back to me, the testimony of, I think it was Mr. 
Abel, the counsel of ITT. rf 

Q At the time of the reopened Kleiridienst confirma¬ 
tion hearings were you aware that the defendant: Liddy as¬ 
sisted Dita Beard to go to a hospital in Denver? 

A No. I think that all came out later when we 
interviewed Mr. Colson during the Watergate hearingsand 
I'm not even sure it was Mr. Liddy or Mr. Hunt that was in¬ 
volved in that. V'' : {"P: y. •' V’ 

The only thing I know of the visit out there, we found 

out in interviewing Mr. Colson that Mr. Hunt had — I think 

it was Mr. Hunt — had visited out there. .!•';/ : .v'7 

Q But you didn’t know that at the time of the re¬ 
opened hearings? V^-vyi-Vy ’• 

A No, I'did not, 

Q Mr. Gray, have you ever had any personal contact 
with the plaintiff Jack Anderson? ' • ■ ■■■'■fir: .:',y.5 

MR. FRANZINGER: : : Off;: the record. 

_ - (There was a five minute^hreakj-^^f^y' 










•'(3reenberg/Gray-1417 : " 


MR. GEBHARDT: Back on the record. I will 1 
withdraw my previous question. 

MR. MORTENSON: May I ask in light Of your' " 

withdrawing the question have you been informed ' v 

• . - _ ; * / • - 

"■ . , - * ' .• * . , .*• _ f *«. i 

of the substance of a contact on this?. That?will? 

• ;• • \ “•u. • •• : ' . y-v"- 

' • ; * rV ' ’ f *w 

influence whether I will ask the same Question. 

* ■ . ■ ;-*»' , - , ‘ • - \ 

***'’%■: . ''»**'■.*' * ' : _ ■ ,, 

MR. GEBHARDT: I think it would be appro- 
prlate not to comment. : V ! - 

MR. FRANZINGER: I think it would 
propriate to comment. And, yes, in fact he, Mr. 
Gebhardt, has been so informed. I think it*s 
only fair that we put that on the record. 


BY MR. GEBHARDT: 




Q During the period that you were at the Justice 
Department and later acting head of the FBI, Mr. Gray, did 
you ever have any contact either orally or in writing with 
anyone at the CIA other than Richard Helms concerning the 
subject of leaks or .Jack Andersen? / . VC 

A No, and I had no contact with Mr. Helms regarding 
leaks or the subject of Mr. ’ Anderson 

Q Did you have any siwih contact with Mr.: Howard 
Osborn? -V"• V'vy£^y:. ■■■■■■'■ 
A v-'-il’m;not.-'sure' that?I,;.imq^^ 

•X don*t know whether he was the liai/sbni*^ 

••• ■' U>- v-., 

•y- £££;■: ffcl&U V s *./•^*• 

' v - Smith Reporters / fliics■ 








Alexandria Field Office or not,X A jast^on|t;'kTOV' who 


Mr. Osborn is, 




Q Did you have 


A Let’s say I don’t know at this time. Maybe the 
name came, across my desk then but I don’t recall.Mr. Howard 
Osborn. • v ;\' f ; 

Q Did you have any such contact with Vernon Walters 
. of' 'the CIA? ^' r 

A Yes, I had several meetings with General Walters 
but they had nothing to do with leaks or Mr. Anderson. 

Q Have you given testimony about those contacts? 

A ■ Yes, I have. • 

Q : I take it that testimony is in the Senate Watergate 
hearings? - 

A Yes, it’s in the Irving Committee hearings and 
in others. That’s just one of the places but that’s the 
public record.'v 

Q During the same time period did! ^ any con¬ 

tact either orally or in writing with anyof ficial of the 
Internal Revenue Service concerning Jack Anderson or the 
subject of leaks of information to the press?::;:hy-?.||-:' 'V ' 

'■ A ' No, I ^^^' 

Q Mr. Gray, I don’t mean to be repetitious and hope¬ 
fully I won’t be, but is it your testimony that you have , 

■ ■*: I -• * V; "” * ■*:’ - 1 ' /' '••if' 5 *. A- '•* ' * *♦'-’ >.•« i - , 
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never seen any wire tap reports or logs bn Jack Anderson? 

That \is ;borrect. •'* 



Q :-v |That * s what I thought it was. I Just wanted to 


V 

.•• ' make sure. - V ••'- ■•' •'■• ■•'•' .: . 

V* 


••.. A Yes. . v - •••:••'. V 7 ■ ■•.. • -■•.•.':••••. ./7 ' j;' 



Q Have you ever seen any file at the FBI that con- 7 


-•• \'v4 . ’ / *';’r -' • 

tains information on Jack Anderson? 



A No file on Jack Anderson at all that I ever called 

for, asked for, or saw. 



" "CT Did such a file exist? '•'••>. : 



A I don't know. 



Q Did anyone ever tell you? Did anyone tell you 

while you were head of the FBI that there was a Jack 


>31^:^; ■ .•• '•. ... 

Anderson file? /.V '.i '■■y n ->•■'’.%•. 



A I couldn’t recall whether anyone ever did or not. 


M r - 

I was not that much concerned in looking at such files of 



that type . In fact when my own file was brought over to the 



Director's Office and Mark Felt offered to let me review it 


V- ' * .: 

I refused. ’ 7 /\;• A•• Y^ : 

i 


Q Mr. -Gray, do you know what a-:4ime;;file?.;7 r '7^^^>v^7 

?*# 


: A . . No, I ' do not. 



Q Do you know what an Slsur 'Card"'is?' 

*1, ’ *.;* 

• * . * •' 


A An Elsur card? Yes. I think those -- you’re if 

speaking of the Electronic Surveillance ^ card recordsthat 77 

1 ’* .■* 

>/,. ‘' V.. 


Smith Reporters, -Inc. ... ", , . 

O, Vv'77 











were maintained in the, I believe in the Domestic Intelii- : 
gence Division forNatianal Security electric surveillances 
and in the special investigative division for Organized ;. 
Crime electronic surveillances. . . ^ 

Q Have you ever seen an Elsur card with Jack 
Anderson* s name on it? ~ ..v.Vr 

V A Ho, I have'not. 0 

Q Have you ever been information that there is such 
a,card?- ' ^'V '<-V ^ ’ 

A No, X have not. dii, V-V >4 ■. V 

Q Do you know what a sub-1 file is? V, 

'.- A No, I do not. /-■-/-Vf; : 'VV-.'VVV. - 

Q Have you ever heard the word celotex? 

A Only I think it* s in the complaint . That * s the 
first time I had heard that or read it. iV 

Q Thank you. I take it then that you are not 
familiar with the term celotex two from yOur days of govern- 
ment service?' - > Vi.'-;:'-' VV ;V,’V V/- -' : ?: T ; V- • ••.... 

■ ' A - Celotex 2? ' - -' . ■ 

V Q VV'Yes, Celotex roman nuaeral : - 

a /VV;No. ;iV;v - ,-V"S;:V----V', ’ 

Q When you were at the Justice Department and later 
acting head of the FBI did you ever have imyi: contacts with 
officials of the CIA concerning the use of wire tapping in 


•••&$:'* r*>>*. -'-M •: 


Sm itlx Reporters, Incv 
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order to prevent leaks from occurring?/ 

A.\’ No, I did not* *??"*?( -, :V -/Yy'-- Y/ 

Q Did you ever have any discussions with CIA of¬ 
ficials about any other investigative techniques to control 
or prevent leaks? 

A - No; I did not. ■ : 

Q Other than this contact that you mention with 
President Nixon on the Watergate leaks did you have any : . 
contact with anyone else at the Nixon White House concerning 
the subject of Teaks to the press? ~ 

A Only the one I testified to with regard to John 
Ehrlichman, that October meeting. And then from time to 
time John Dean would call me and would raise cain about the 
fact that so many newspapers were coming up with reports 
from Justice Department sources or FBI sources regarding 
the Watergate leaks. - '/rr*:"’ : ^•../<?' ■..:'/ 

Q In that context did John Dean ever discuss Jack 
Anderson’s columns with you? Y jvr'/..-»r£ 

A No. These were all primarily directed toward the 
Washington Post stories. ; /-/ : Y.#, 
Q Did John Dean ever ask you to take any particular 
actions 'about leaks? • YYY/YY;;f v 'O/YlYYsY;''’' 

’./A •; No, he did not. 




Q I believe you mentioned that you once discussed 


. : Smith Reporters, Inc. / ' ■ -2 .’//• .. 









but did not implement an effort to plant a story and find 
out where ••:^e : 'iel^ we FBI? ’ 

'■yt, iv^fkrk Felt and I had discussed the development of 
•‘single one-page memoranda that would not be correct in fact 
and was there a way in which we could put these within the 
• FBI mail system and later trace them, and we finally, as I 

'■•'I. •'«*' '*•* ‘ V ' '• \ ‘ ' • - • * , 

said, gave it up because it was a fruitless endeavor because 
"of; the vast amount of paper.; 

i • q During your tenure as acting FBI Director did you 
implement any other plan to control FBI leaks? 

A No plan as such except to speak to the top execu¬ 
tives with regard to the fact that the agents must not be, 
to use my words,., flap-jaw agehts'^'/ thal; their investigations 
were to be conducted discreetly and they were not to dis¬ 
cuss. '■ /•:'•' > - /'•; j -; v'; 

And this was particularly / true ' In;. -,the. Vfirst -week of 
the Watergate investigation when I spoke to them, all of 
the Washington Field Office agents including the SAC. 

■ : rn. MORTENSON: Let me interject that I 

think this line of questioning -- I object to it 
on the grounds that it goes beyond the scope of 
proper discovery as Judge Gesell outlined in that 
he said this is not a case about the right of ac- 
>: ' cess to information but rather a case about the 


*jjy ■ ..ki 


Smith 


j; '. * * u < /.*•« • . 


ith Reporters, Inc. v - ' .? 











E 


Gree^berg/Gr3y^'|423; 


harassment of a particular news reporter. 

: . MR. GEBHARDT:. [I'm getting to that. V -V • 
>-lfe}|<piTENSONt v I think this line of question- 

fbst. . y *«*.; •. .. ■ )k . v, „• • ,■ . - •’ ■ ^ ^ > * y~ ; .. •> - .. ~r. *' 

. '?'£[ H Y ;^ . ' : -'A.... • ■; ' A " . 

■b ^ ' p‘ ^ ’ ’ *5* *jx ' ’***•* ’ V , < " * * ‘ • ' 

V*i!ing that we are going through right now goes to 

• A„ the question of the right of access by way of 

■ *»x * . “• . ‘‘ Jl - 

* ■ *•; Vs- . V* ' ’ ’ * • ^ . - . 

--leaks and therefore I object to it. 

. .. , 

'•* * ' . ' A. / \ , ' .A \ ■ . ■ - i//* 

'MR. GEBHARDT: I would Just disagree with 


?j** • "**• . 

■**««*>* 



• \ that: characterization. .AA ' A 

q • AJ^By Mr; Gephardt) When you spoke to the FBI 
officials about leaks did the name Jack Anderson come up? 

A It did not. Because this was related solely to 
the stories that were appearing during that first week that 
Gray refused to let the agents subpoena Colson's toll calls, 
and I knew that that was not true and I was very angry about 
it, so I called them all in and I told them that that in¬ 
vestigation was going to go forward aggressively. 

Q Other than with respect to the Watergate leaks 
were there any other efforts undertaken at the FBI to 
control or preventAleaks? ; ' ';; : AaAA:PA'AA v AA^AA-A/v,-- • •.• 

A None certainly that I knew of or initiated other 
than those that I have discussed with you, my conversations 
with Mark Felt, ray early meeting^rom ,A 
time to time at meetings of the executive conference I would 
emphasize the point that we had to preserve the sanctity 


v v >h '.:AA Hi:•. VZer-'Smith Reporters,■■ Inc. l.; : .v S : ■ .• •• : A ” VA:;A 











and integrity of our investigations. 

•:4 ; VQ Could you briefly tell me about the executives 


conference? 


J . v‘i. 

** • 

.ITS . * 

' ' i. S ■ \ '■*. ”, ■ . 

. ■:< ? •> ; 


A Just a meeting of the top executives of the FBI 

> ‘ ! '-tiji.* 4 ‘ - ... • .• 

. ' ^ *V»# ?*»>. 

held from time to time to,, review general policy considera¬ 


tions. 


MR. GEBHARDT i X think this would be a good 
_ ”»;***»> . ■ 

place to lake the break because my next line of 

questioning is goingto be fairly long. 

(The deposition recessed for lunch at 
1:17 P.M.) 

(The deposition resumed at 2:20 P.M.) 
PLAINTIFF f S EXHIBIT #1 - Memorandum dated 
3/10/73 from Mr. R. E. Gebhardt to Mr. Baker. 

BY MR. GEBHARDT: •"V .. ' >/.■ 

Q Mr. Gray, take a little time to look through this 
document. It purports to be amemorandumfrom R. E. 
Gebhardt to Mr. Baker bearing the date 3/10/73> subject: 
Confirmation: Opposition witnesses Leslie H. Ts/hitten, Jr., 
and Jack Anderson. ' ■ •• 4 

A Okay..', ^ 4'4:;J' 

Q Mr; Gray, prior to the filing of this iawsuit>::4 
had you ever-seen...this document before? 44 ■% 

A I think I.probably had, because this may have 


* r f'$ 
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been a document that was prepared by my confirmation task 
force within the Federal Bureau of Investigation headed up 
by Mr. Baker“who was Assistant;:Director of‘the Office of 
Planning and Evaluation, and this" looks like it may have 

• . ■ / « f ^ ■**»**«*?-< 4**?^ - 

been one of the documents that would be in an accordian file 




that was carried up each day of .my hearings and was carried , . 
by my Executive Assistant and was used -f -f 

’ • ♦ • • • * ■ n . v , i ,r '* ? ^ ■* / * _ '■ =*«:' . * 

These documents in this accordiah fil$ were used to 
refresh my recollection and backup and support any testimony 
that I might make, and the effort was undertaken to be 
absolutely certain that what I was saying was correct insofar 
as the FBI records revealed. It appears to be one of those 
documents. 


• However, I notice that my initials are not on it but 
I do think it’s probably one of those that was in that ac¬ 
cordian file. O' 


Q What is Mr. Baker’s full name? 




A " I think it was Richard J. Baker, m-know it’s Dick 
Baker. I know it’s Richard’ Baker. 

Q And is it your testimony that you think you have 
seen this before? . -•/•V'-'.. 


A ' Yes, I believe that I may have. ’vV. ; \ 

•fv MR. STRICKLER: Was a number given to this 


document? 






jRe/>ofter$,>^ ?>£ 

r ^ . >*.. ig& • j ML i 1 








•• 


BY HR. GEBHARDT: ^ :/: . ':vv:> 

Q One. If I may* Mr. Gray,. I would. like to direct 
you to the bottom of page 7 and the top of; pa^e 5 G, that 
particular paragraph, and ask you to read that* paragraph. 

A (Pause) Yes, I have read..it.» ‘-.Jf- - , O'-' 

Q I want to ask you about the accuracy -of a parti- 

cular statement in this paragraph. Let ‘ine. start: on -the " 

rtx ..^jv ; 

' '"V ' •' .-**»„ . 

second line and what I read I*d like to sea:if you believe 

S * Mi' ** , • . 

• *' ’ , , . ./• 

- f : *i ’ . :■*. ■ 

this is accurate. • "ttH'f ; 

"As information received from the inforaant indicated 
a secretary of Jack Anderson would pick up the documents 
at Hank Adams* apartment and that Assistant U. S. Attorney 
William H. Collins, Jr., Washington D. C., bn 1/30/73 had 
authorized the arrest of Hank Adams, Anita Collins and the 
secretary or any other identifiable representative of 
columnist Jack Anderson for violation of Title 18, U. S. 
Code, Section 64l and 2071, in the event the documents were 
turned over to -■ such representatives. " -^; 

MR,/ FRAW23NGER: What is your question? 

BY MR . GEBHARDT: /':/ \. / 

Q Is what I bust read an accurate *— is what I bust 
read a basically accurate reading of that paragraph? 

A ; You read it almost verbatim so I would say it 


is an accurate reading. 


1 ’ '<$£■ v -.V 


axi reaaing ♦ ? •:/. , v ::£s\ ;; >> or ; •! S; 


: i £*V : Mt&z&rh •• •. t V'- L 
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: Q Okay, fine. Now is the information contained in 


what I read, is that accurate? 


A That’s the information that we received from 


■ :a 

! *i&j ' . 

k. " . ... 

• . if- 




the informant of the Metropolitan Police Department through ; 
the Intelligence Division of the Metropolitan Polled Depart- 
meat communicating with our Washington Field Office. " 

' ■. k . r. ( 

. * * • • r ’ ' ‘ ’ll . 

Q So the informant whose name does not appear in ^ t 

‘ ‘ .... *,• ' 

this paragraph is Mr. John Arellano, the man who is identi- 

fled in many other documents as the informant? k ^ 

.... « Y>’f* „ f 

A Yes. I think it’s Arellano who was an undercover 
police officer of the Metropolitan Police Department from 
the District of Columbia. 

I may underscore two points here. One is that the FBI 
had information that a secretary of Jack Anderson would pick 
up the documents, that is, the BIA stolen documents at Hank 
Adams* apartment. 

Q Is thatcorrect? ■ •• 

y. MRi FRANZINGER: Is it correct that the FBI 

had such inf oma tion? I s that what you ‘re asking? 
BY MR. GEBHARDT: ' \ 


. Q Yes. 


A Yes, and that’s what it states here. Now X don’t 
know in detail what other information that undercover police 
officer may have given to the Washington Field OdCffi^-in-^-it^ 
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minute detail* 1 don’t knowall thatbeeause that came to 
our Washington Field Office through the intelligence Divi¬ 
sion of the Metropolitan Police Department,;gV 

Q The information was transmitted from the Metro¬ 
politan Police Department to the Washington Field Office? 

A That is correct. •' >' ... '/ •• 

Q Is it also correct that on January 30th 1973 
Assistant U. S. Attorney Collins had authorized the arrest 
of Mr. Adams, Miss Collins and a representative of Jack 


Anderson? 


Yes, I believe that to be correct. 


Q That was the day before the arrest took place? 

A' That is correct. . V; !>-••••'!;"•!'• 

0 Did you have this information personally at that 


time? 


MR. FRANZINGER: At what time? Prior 


to the arrest? 


BY MR. GEBHARDT: 


Q ’’ Prior .to the arrest.'!;.. 'i.!:!!,'-'-; ••• -! ; '- 

A I think the '.earliest!'ihforma^o^:;^ 
on this came from a telephone call from Mark Felt.; who indi¬ 
cated that aninformant of the Metropolitan Police Department 
had obtained such information. The information had been pas¬ 
sed by the Intelligence Division of the Metropolitan Police 
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Department to our Washington Field Office. , :Vv . 

And then there was later,somewhere toward the end of 
January, around perhaps the 24th of January, -a teletype 
from the Washington Field Office to FBI Headquarters set- : 
ting forth this information. ^'L-v vi 

Q This conversation that you had with Mark Felt 
took place then prior to January 24th? 

A It was pretty close to that time because that’s 
the date on which — it could have either been that day 
or the day after because that was the day on which the 
teletype is dated, as I remember it. Now that’s my recol¬ 
lection of it. ; 

Q .•' I understand. ;\;V" V. .. -. • 

A Because I knew it was about a week before. 

Q Did the FBI have any role In approving the Assi st- 
ant U. S. Attorney* s authorization of the three arrests? 

A I would.think not,because when I received the 
first report my orders to Mr. Felt were to coordinate this 
fully with the Department of Justice and take our instruct¬ 
ions directly from the Department of :Justice. .. 

I would think this would have been the normal situation 




in which the Department of Justice and the Office of the .j. 
United States Attorney acting through the Assistant U;S. • 
Attorney was receiving the information and was following the 


r**J >*;' 

k-' . ?* 


‘4 
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•i 


case•.and. directing the. agents H\ : <M*<■Xik 

Q Do you know that Mr* Felt foiib*^ 

ions? .:■•/;•>■■ :>•_ s i^tSii:pl#^S0 

A I 'mpretty surehe did becausethere were memoranda 

as I recall of conferences betiraen I think it was 
Gebhardt and Inspector Henry Schutz and Carl Belcher of the 
Department of Justice, and of course there ■was the contact 
with the Field Office, with the special agent in charge of 
the Field Office, too. ‘^'\C:'J.' ?? Vv;V : '' y ,'.'.;C 
Q Did the FBI give any advice to the Assistant U. 

S. Attorney with respect to this arrest authorization? 

A I don't know thattobethe case at all, whether 
the case agent or the SAC gave any advice to the Assistant 
United States Attorney. The normal practice and procedure 
in the FBI was to make the reports to the Assistant Uftited 
States Attorney or the United States Attorney and if he were 
not satisfied he would direct further leads to be pursued 
or he would take action on the information presented. V 

Q the information that the informant was passing 

on to the FBI, would that information have gone ; to 
Assistant U. S. Attorney? 

A. I am quite certain that it probably did although 
I can * t guarantee that as a fact, but that would certainly j 




be the standard operating procedure ^bhat''/tbb Intelligence { 
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Division of the Metropolitan Police Department would give ' 
it to the Washington Field Office who wouldAj^ve 3 • 


General Investigative Division who would give fit to the 


- 1 * ; 


Criminal Division and then there would be a meshing of 
that guidance through th^ Department of Justice*'. 

Q Did you know bn January 30th 1973 that the three 
arrests had been authorized? 

A I’m not sure that I knew on January 30th 1973* 

Q Did you know prior to that? •'**!>; vV 

A . I'm not sure that I did. All I know is that I 
very definitely made the point that we were to coordinate 
and cooperate with the Department of Justice and follow 
the guidance of the Department of Justice and if necessary 
get a warrant for any possible arrests that might result. 

Q So this phrase, "Authorized the arrest of” re¬ 
fers to obtaining the wamnts? ” 

A That refers to the authority obtained from the 
Assistant United States Attorney, and as it later turned 
out in my subsequent direction that the case be reexamined 
and reevaluated that due to the emergency involved ';^ ; the%>; 


delivery was to be made the next day ^ authoriza¬ 

tion was given by the Assistant United States Attorney and ;i1 


a warrant not issued. 




\ r i& 1 


r3;i : :MR* • GEBHARDT: Could you read back his answer. 


yr>.* V- ?*V 
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Sreenblrg/Gir^y*^?^ 


•• 


?S?*:jplease? 


(Whereupon,the last answer was repeated 




p by the Court Reporter) 


/ yy-; v <>'■ ■ • 


BY |®. OBBHARDT; 

• . ,«F 7 , . ....... 


%' iJ'-:"Mr. Gray, I have some trouble understanding your 

*■ 5 fV A’ .V- :',■;*•• . ■■* " • * •'*' „ * / •• ' • v • # ' . ‘ 1 

~ answer,3Maybe it’s Just the words. 

"jf ' y._ ... • . " .... ‘ •'V : *■ V-> ’ ' ‘ V ; ■* ■* ' 

r. .^; : A f'* I don’t think you should have any trouble under- 

standing it. 1 made it as clear as I could make it because 

^ ■*/!* * ' „ ' ” % *' 4 * * 

- the information that I uncovered later indicated that the 

delivery of thedocuments was to be made the following day 
and the Assistant United States Attorney authorized the 
arrest as set forth in this language in Plaintiff’s Exhibit 
. #1 that you are referring .to. . . ...•■? ••' 

Q Okay, I understand that. What I’m driving at is 
whether the FBI , knew on January 30th that the Assistant U. 

S. Attorney had authorized those arrests. . 

A Yes, very definitely, The subsequent examination 
■ and reevaluation of the eaae'--'indichted.' : 1^tiC- ; ): : ;:: : 'ilj€^^^ft*'- - : - ; 


Q .Butyou can’tsay whetheryou personally knew? 


,,.y. :;-a 


No, no, I cannot. 


;|Q : \r\ But somebody in the FBI knew? 
y A. ; ; y.. Absolutely *["■-M 


■y-y'iQ:Mr. Gray, who was,''. in ; charge of the investigation :, ; 

.. • • .'. * •' vV-' ‘./i •#<?. . ;•••..; •’ }■: ;•"••• -■ • - ^ ivVteV*: • v v4, 

*’ '• ... , ■ . i I- *'• . t’.. v».>. v . ,v. v ~ ».••»• • ; r Vi <•, . n* i. ! * f'' ■ ' 

C of Vthis,: well, of this investigation that led to -the arrests ; J 

i‘;£ -•- “■ ' ^ >< 
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on January 31, 1973 Hank. Mams and'. " 

Anita Collins? ^ Who in the FBI"was; in <^rge?As%^’;.v - •■■■■ 

•. .jy^'CThere: isn't any • one individual in charge;" The 

office of origin was the Washington Field Office, and the 

• I'X S'h ■ 'X:s ‘ - '• • .. . . ■ • 

Special Agentin charge of course is in charge of that Field 

-v’.rH *'*?■. • ' • •*•’ • - " ■ ' ’■ - . ■ 

Office, .and in accordance with standard FBI procedure a case 

: ", .-V. ' •- i . ... 

agent is"designated and then a supervisor in the Federal 

'“* -*a .■“*'» *r „•*/ ' S' . » 

"r^- L I ; ■■ z • * ■ . r 

Bureau of Investigation Headquarters within the General 
Investigative Division would be the individual in FBI . 
Headquarters who would be following that case for the 
Assistant Director in charge of the General Investigative 
Division. That's the normal procedure. 

Q Do you know who the case officer was? 

A I don't know whether the case agent was Special 
Agent Hyten Or not. I believe he was butI'm not absolutely 
positive. ; • ';SfC >*.;fr=;• 

Q And is it norraal operating procedure that tlie ”— 
FRAHZINGER:.;; :You .mean wasyit 
v operating procedure at this' ti 

GEBHARDT: Yes. '‘ 'Tv 

;; : ;v; FRANZINGERj ; ,^Okay.; - You 

MR. GEBHARDT:I have made bigger mistakes.;/^"; 
Q (By Mr* Gebhardt) Was it normal operating pro- 
cedure; tHht -the Field Office;woulci repoi^^ " ^ 


\ S'i-' •*« • \ . •a**. n. • * v - 

■ : '.5 ' - s ' •" * 




*3 . ^vSroiA^efwtersi? 








arrest author!zations to the National Office? : yy-.: 

A I don’t know whether the normal operational pro¬ 
cedure was that 1 ^e 7 \woi 4 ^ : ;i>^^d^ a tely ; report.'but shortly 
after they would. .There would be a teletype and it’s just 
a matter of time and how fast the particular situation was 
moving and developing. -fi 

Q Do you know this case was being handled in the 
National Office? : - ' r - ' . V 

*•**'■**•• ^ ■* ^ '■*' v ■ ^ ^ ...... 

A It was being handled in the General Investigative 
Division because - it fell within the Jurisdiction of that 
particular division in the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Q So a report on the arrest authorization would have 
gone from the Washington Field Office to the Investigative 
Division? ' ■,/ 

A Yes, and I believe it would then be routed to the 
Supervisor in the Investigative Division who had this parti¬ 
cular case among many others that he would be responsible 
for to the Assistant Director of the General Investigative, 


Division. 


Do you know who' .that. Supervisor' 


A No, I do not. I am not certain at ali as to who 


he was. 


HR. GEBHARDT: Mr. Franzinger, correctme if ;j^ 


. am wrohg, but ■% don’t believe that we'have^a^y^ 















copy of that teletype, the teletype that Mr. 

Gray ; justreferredtq, and;i would request that 

; : '",'Vi---. .'•••■'"s ?> ; '■ 1 • .<«' ■ * <»& . *?*?•' ■' • • ' 

• •i:. ;7- ; V77' ,, .,-4 : ' *>■"■" - ! • '• ’ 

'we be provided with a copy:of, 1 it. ; 

- ■' •' ' v : V. ".'•A.viVi.;:. -SL ..a** j %•'<■£' ■ 

MR. FRANZING^Rf;., I will note your request. 
There are Court Orders and Federal Rules of Civil 

y.‘ < '. * a. , * , - • , _ • , , 

• etu 4 *■' I 1 1 -£«9» . * ■ , , 

Procedure regarding discovery and documents. In 
this request I don't*knowwhat"you have and what 
you don't have. We will follow the Coinrt Order 

•, .... 'Vn .*»•*>- *' 1 '*<■ ' .. 

and the Federal Rules ? wlth respect to any docu- 
ments that are,to be produced in this case. 

MR. GEBHARDT: That's all we can ask. I 
think that's all the questions that,I have about 
Exhibit #1. I»d like this item marked Plaintiff's 

*■7 77'' Exhibit #2.777'• : S77;>77;:7777''"777i' •’ 

7: PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT’ #2 - Motion of the U. S. 
Attorney dated March 77 1973. • 77 7 -7 -7777 

BY MR. ’GEBHAROT 

Q Mr. Gray, please take a minutetoread this 
document. \ 7777777.77 : ' :; '7:7;' -777■'''77 : ;-'77:77v7737:7?'v7777^^77 : .7:7,.•.■ ,, v 

/ A I have read it and I am reading it again and I ;-.X 
don't believe that I have ever seen it and I don't know 777. 
really what it is purporting to do.;I don*t believe I have 
seen this document before at all77';777 :77?'7-'777 


Q Let'me;direct;-youit©7|>ai^^ph:,^7'7: ; il7will7fead; :: 


7nr'y?7i7 v'7;^‘ 

■s. 
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J A No, because I didn’ t know anything about the ; 
Grand Jury action except that the case was going ^ 
presented to the Grand Jury and that it was later .no billw 
• Q Let me direct you to paragraph 3. I’d ^ustivlike u 

y v v ' ■ ' • . C--,. 

to direct you to the last few words in that paragraph* . : 

' * ** i , . - , ‘ *'»’» • 

"Jack Anderson - withdrawn 2/13/73”« . O-?’ 

" • ■■ ' ‘ ■ ■ * ; ■ 

Did you know that Jack Anderson was withdrawn;'from the 


persons to be charged? 


.< * * r 


A No, because I knew nothing of those Grand "Jury 
proceedings except that the case was presented and the case 
was no bill. This is the first time I have seen this docu¬ 
ment and Mr. Titus is the man who is going to have to testif 
to that because I simply don't have the knowledge. 

Q Did the FBI have anything to dp with naming Jack 
Anderson as a person to be charged by the Grand Jury? /. ;Y; 

A The FBI can never have anything to do with naming 
a person to be charged by the Grand Jury. That’s a prero¬ 
gative and function of the Assistant United States Attorney. 
And too often the role of theFBI is misconceived in these; 
proceedings. Yy ' .■■-•Y'Y. •. y-\'- ’ 

Q The role of the FBI Would be to provide the U. S. 
Attorney . with information? 1 

A Absolutely, and I insisted upon it at all times. ' 
Q You said this is the first time you haveiteen 














yi; ; v , ' V 
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>V : ?v' : - »: : 

: vV';.. • ; '•/ * *&J K '■-•.*’'| * •** ; v .; ;•* 


+W : M 

this document? v ;'y* ' ••• / • 


• •* •.. r . • ' *’ 

A Correct. To the best of my knowledge I have never;. 

V.:*. 

^ “V;/ 

' seen it. . I still'don’t understand it. ■•'■ ■ ' v .\ \ 

f t> i 

1 ,r- •’ 

,*! . *. 

Q Well, I can’t say that I do either, but — 

.■*'0 

* rv*;': 

, .> "■ A . Then we are in agreement. 


V ■ i • ■. 

Q Is this the first time that you have come to know - 

t- jii> », 


■ ■■>.<. *,v 

that Jack Anderson was originally a person to be charged? 

,v 

s ; ’’ , 

r. 

MR. STRICKLER: I object to any inference that 

this Grand Jury investigation indicates anybody 



named within as a person to be charged. I don’t 



know of any information to support that. This is 



an investigation, a Grand Jury investigation. 


; . * 

MR. FRANZINGER: I am objecting to the sug- ~ 



gestion thatyour question makes andthatisthat 


■■ v *. 

that is in fact the case. The witness certainly 


Wy':.'-' 




can testify whether he ever knew that to be the 



fact. I think that’s what you’re aftei*-;X\JA,>' 



' BY THE DEPONENT: ; ■- ;?-.V 

>’. ; ' 

1 " 

A To the best of my knowledge, information, belief 



and recollection, Mr. Whitten was arrested, Mr. Adams was r 


y: ; ! ' ' 

arrested, and I thi ric later Miss or Mrs . Collins , and that * s 



the extent of my knowledge as to the people who were in—. 


, ' - • V . ■ ' • 

''; volved . Now that ’ sall' that I can testify to ; todayy 






Q How would you — I know the attorneys are having 5 ’*• 

f&jjx 
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some difficulty with my characterization of what these names 
mean, their placement on this page *— 

MR« : STRICKLERj I am also having trouble with 
’ continuing questioning pertaining to a document 
- that the witness has testified repeatedly he has 
never seen before and did not participate in the 
■ preparation of. '• • 

MR. FRANZINGER: He further does not even 
know what it means. 

BY MR? GEBHARDT i~ 

Q Well, doesn't paragraph^ — and I'm asking for 

a conclusion because I'm trying to grope for the right termi- 

» . . . . . ' • 

nology ■— does not paragraph 2 show Jack Anderson as a target 
of this Grand Jury? :• 

MR. FRANZINGER: I object to the question. 

BY THE WITNESS: , • v; ';-V-^ • •• • i . 

A Mr. Gebhardt, I am not going to answer that 
question because I can't. Mr. Titus drafted this document 
and I'm not going to interpret Mr. Titus' document for you. 

I cannot do it. I am unable to. < y 

; ^ FRANZINGER: .•. Further, the witness has 

already testified that to his knowledge he'has; 
no knowledge of Jack Anderson ever being a target 


of a Grand Jury investigation./. I don't see how 









GifeenlD^rg/Gfay 


you can ask him any further questions about this. 

BY' MR. GEBHARDT: ."j'fi <;•■. :. V 

- Q y Is that your testimony? ' . ; V : , 

A Yes. I told you the people that I knew -who were 
arrested were Mr. Whitten and Mr. Adams and I .be3J.eve.Miss 
Collins, and I assumed that those were the people that had 
a case presented to the Grand Jury. I don*t have the Grand 
Jury report and I have never seen the Grand Jury report. 

Q Neither have I. Did the FBI plan to arrest Jack 
Anderson? . 

A No. . 

Q Is your answer based on fact or what? What fact? 

A I am under, oath testifying t of course. - ; 

Q ' How do you know' that? ' ••••/;>!:> ■ ■;"^'r ; ' 

A 7 . .We planned to arrest whoever the individual was 
who would be there to receive the documents within the 
authorization ofU S A Collins. I might add we did not 
know who would be there. ' y. 

G i;';" You mean, from'-Jack.AndersOT'^^.oJ^ce^7^^7:^^^;: 

did not know who would be';there.-'‘j : |l^ ; t*s'right.• 

Q But you were expecting a representative of Jack 
Anderson to be there? •,' • ! = -. V, ?; f ’ • .7-iy. '/'’K 

MR?. STRICKLER: I object to what ^e^^tness 
may or may not have expected. I am only interested 

l| ; V \ . -- . . . w , •' C', y*.'', l‘,~ 











in the facts. ' -V-... 

MR, FRANZINGER: I want a clarification of 
the question, whether you're talking about whether 
this individual witness expected or whether the 
FBI expected. 

BY THE DEPONENT: 

A We operated on the basis of the information fur¬ 
nished us by the MPD Intelligence Division. That is the 
information we got. We operated on that information. 

Q Did you see that information? You personally? 

A The only information that I saw was that which 
would come in bureau teletypes that may have come across my 
desk, and one of them I remember is the 1/24/73 teletype 
that I have previously testified to and I think that's the 
correct date. • •'; ; . • ,v;'\ ,• / 

Q Was a teletype made of the arrest? 

A No. The first indication I had of the arrest was 
when Mr, Felt called me and was surprised and astonished and 
reported to me that Mr. Whitten had been arrested there. 

Now later there probably were teletypes but I cannot 
recall that with certainty because it v/ould have been in 
the standard operating procedure of the Bureau for the 
Washington Field Office to furnish the report to the FBI 
Headquarters.■ ^’V'’-'• , 
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.. VQ Did Mr. Felt tell you why he was surprised and 

astonished? 

' ^ ' r; A - Just expressed astonishment, "Guess who we ar- 

rested";* ' 

.. *" * t> . ... 

,1, Q You mean he was expecting to have the secretary 

}"y arrested? 

7 ‘ J ;.: MR. STRICKLER: I object. 

5 f• ' ” MR. FRANZINGER: I object. 

•> , .... 

BY THE DEPONENT: 

A I don’t know what he was expecting. I’m only 
telling you what he testified to and I’m not going to in¬ 
terpret Mr. Felt’s remarks. 

Q Do you know whether Mr. Felt was informed as to 
the information I showed you in Exhibit #1, that is that an 


informant 


I don’t know. I’d have to look and see if his 


initial is on there. I don’t see his initial on there but 
that doesn’t necessarily mean that he was uninformed, it 
merely means that he perhaps did not see this particular 
document. Plaintiff’s Exhibit #1. " :V 

.•Q Just prior to the arrest of Les Whitten and Hank 
Adams and Anita Collins was the FBI aware that Mr. Adams v;.y[ 
sought to return the BIA documents? 

^ ^^: ;;; ' MR. FRANZINGER:Was.'anyone in the ; FBI? 


Greenberg/Gr|y-‘ 
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MR. GEBHARDT: Yes. 


MR. FRANZINGER: Sought to return which BIA 


documents? 


MR. GEBHARDT: The stolen BIA documents then 


; in his possession. 


MR. FRANZINGER: To whom? 


MR. GEBHARDT: To the government. 


BY THE DEPONENT: * - 

A Our information was all to the contrary, that there 
was no such intent on his part, that it was to deliver them 
. to Mr. Anderson or a representative of his office. 

Q Did the FBI have any information that Jack 
Anderson or one of his colleagues was going to see Hank 
Adams in order to help facilitate the delivery of these 
documents back to the government and to witness that delivery' 
A Absolutely not. The information we had was to the 
contrary. And the inf ormant even asked the question of Mrs. 
Collins, ff^lhat do we do if we are caught by the police?” 

And she said, "We’li make up some kind of a story, and we’ll 
even write the case agent’s name on the boxes,” so our infor¬ 
mation- was to the contrary. : ” : - 

Q did the informant give that information to 

. the FBI? " 

A—I don’t: know exactly when he gave that information 


T, V / ' , 
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to the FBI but it’s a matter of record. It's a matter of 


record in my testimony ln the confirmation hearings. f ff 


f V > 


Q : Wien you .learned ofthe arrest of Les Vhitten and 


Mr. Adams and Mrs. Collins did you give any instructions? 

I' * / ■' !' 

Did you do anything fin response to that information? 

A I don* t„taow that if did or that I didn’t because 
I know that I had given the Instructions earlier as to how 
the affair was to be handled,'that we would coordinate with 

j * ; _ ‘ ■ '*■ ■ ■* \ 

Justice, and I can't recall whether I gave Mark Felt any in- 
structions one way or another because to me then the matter 
was in the hands of the Assistant United States Attorney. 

Q Did you contact anybody at a higher level in the 
chain of command within the administration immediately after 
you learned of the arrests? f-f- Y'Yf/ - V' v -' f 
A I don't know whether I did or didn't. I may very 
well have notified the Attorney General. X don't know, but 
that is a possibility and it cannot beyprecluded.YffjfY 

Q If you did would there be a record of that? ff 
A Probably I didit right on the telephone if I did 
it, just called up and gave him the report.; • f' f'ffr Yf ffffY 
Q WesVirour/calls''^ 

A Some were and some were not so I don't know. I 


don't even know whether I called him.'fY 






:f; : 7. v Q So if you "called him there mlght be a record and 

, * * fV '* %..* * • •»! •%. > /• #* 4 ' , V V’ y * \ "t ^ ^ *•<*%* ' .'*/* *» '\-' t *♦*,.»*• '•'* * • > ***’ ' "c* •. •' 1 
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White House and the 




y-‘:k No. He was the liaison between the 'White House 

and the Department of ^stice ; V : 'S; : ;T!h^;'was the correct liaison. 

v •*./. .- ' r - ^ ^ 

Q Did the FBI ever engage in direct communications 




through a liaison to the White House? 
A Through a liaison? 


" €s - * . 

vj»i *• -V- 


Q Right, as a point of contact at the White House. 

* - “• _ . • ■ 4 4 *• ’ ’• 1 <*"**’*' ’ ' ' ■ • . • 

A We had agents within the bureau.'who were designated 

.. . «. 40 - ' •* J* ■, 

■■ « », » r ’ *• '• »\ > ... ' *• * •' ' I'Vfc'V - . '■* c J , ■ I- 

as liaison agents to the White House, yes'. 

Q Who would they call at the White House? 

A They wouldn* t call. They generally would carry 
things over. 

Q ' W r as there some person at the White House who was 
the FBI's-.'contact'point? bV&V ?»■■■■ y/ 

A Not necessarily, but John Dean did have the liaison 
job between the Department of Justice and the White House. 

He was counsel to the President and that was one of his as- 
: signed functions.■ : ;:■'■';£i tbbbty* b .. 

Q And so the FBI being part of.the Department of 
Justice he would be the contact point for FBI communications? 

A ": More than likely if there were communications that 
he as counsel to the President should see that could be true. 
If it were a letterhead memorandum that was being addressed 
to one of the other officials at the .-White^Houshi- it'‘would 




Green^rg/Gray;^" 46 

♦> , •> Vi'i .vs *V*. 













go to them. - They go over by courier. '■'V' 

• *' • ' • <■.. 

Q Did anyone at the White House make a request to ^ r 

' . • ."■ ' , ' > ' ' • •• ;• J i\ ' . ' ; 

the FBI for information on the arrest of Les Whitten and' — 


Hank Adams and Anita Collins? 


I do not know. 


i V -H -i 

*' * '* •' ' .J r" 1 ; 

+ ., ‘u - *■■■ 

&• ■ ’ 


Q Do you know of any written record prepared by the 

■** «-W * . 1 ** " ' 

FBI that was sent to the White House dealing with the three' 
arrests? ••••;• 

A I do not know of any. That does not mean to say 
that there isn ? t~ one but I do not know of any offhand. I 
can’t recollect, but that doesn’t mean there isn’t one. I 
want you to clearly understaid that. 

Q Was such a record made and sent to the Attorney 
General or one of his assistants? v ../ : ;• 

A No. Primarily the records that I remember about 
this were those that were prepared for my use at my confirma¬ 
tion hearings and placed in my accordian file such as that 
document you have there, that type of thing. ! ; 

MR* FRANZINGERj That document means Exhibit 


BY THE DEPONENT: 


A Plaintiff’s Exhibit #1. 


Q The FBI knew approximately a day in advance that a 
representative of Jack Anderson would meet withHdhk. Adams i 
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and Anita Collins on the matter of the stolen BIA documents, 
isn't'that right? t'U '■;£ 
A According to Plaintiff's Exhibit #1 they received I. 
the authorization from U. S. A. Collins on January 30 , 1973 . 
Q And that was one day before the arrest? 

A That was one day before the arrest. I believe the : 

arrest was the next day* j 

Q Well, the central question is — 

HR. FRANZINGER: Would counsel please Just 
ask questions rather than argue with the witness? 
MR. GEBHARDT: I am not arguing. 

MR. FRANZINGER: Or making statements for 
the record and arguing his . case? „ 3 " 


MR. GEBHARDT: I think you're doing that now. 


Bob. 


set up? 


(By Mr. Gebhardt) Wasn't Jack Anderson in effect 


Absolutely not. • I would have been no party to 


such an action. 


■ ... v .:r.: PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBIT #3 - Teletype message..-g 

Q I will show this to Mr. Gray. Mr. Gray, have you i 


ever seen this document?. ; , 

A ' I don't believe' so.J^don 
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anywhere. ;V:V^ ; ^ r 

a'&sQ ' On the first page there is a line that states, ■ 
"To Acting Director". y. r -V:':<* \Y. 

A ‘That’s standard address procedure in the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. Everything coming comes to Acting 
Director or to Director and everything going out goes the 


same way. 


" MR. FRANZINGER: Can I ask a clarifying 

question here? 

MR. GEBHARDT: If I can ask you what is 
;]• . deleted, sure. 

MR. FRANZINGER: I Just want to ask the 
' witness what he meant by coming into what or 

':%.?:• going from what? 

W:':: BY THE DEPONENT: '/• •' ' '-v- A ”• 

A ph f coming into FBI Headquarters and leaving FBI 
.V-; ;V - Headquarters. .fi\ V-Cfy-.> : ^yj ;$• , 

^1?. Q Mr. Gray, do you have any idea what this docu- ; 

. meat is all about?'' V* • ■" 

A i think, and I canonly — this is''a conclusion ;/ 
f ; and a surmise —there is enox^h here that is not blanked 

V: out to indicate that it might be information concerning the, 

infonnant, the undercover police officer of the Metropolitan 
Police Department of the District:of .Coiumbia.'V ;■ 

" n ' l ' : V , 11/1 a S ": Smith Reporters,-' 
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'u • 4 :: ;".-.;;^jOn_.'page 3r that paragraph there, two sentences in 
that ; paragraph and the word department is used three times 
or so, does that refer to the Department of Justice? •-h.o;.'-. 

A Yes, it does. 

Q Did you know on January 23rd, 1973 that it was the 
position of the Department of Justice that "No effort should 
be made to interview Anderson or Whitten"? 

A No, I did not follow the investigation that closely 
at all and I don’t recollect seeing this teletype at all. 

Q So you would also not know if the Department of 
Justice knew that Les Whitten had seen many thousands of the 
BIA documents? 

A - I think perhaps I may have known that because of 
the fact that it might have been published in some of the 
columns of Mr. Anderson and I don’t know. I know there were 
publications of that fact but I don’t know when they oc¬ 
curred with reference to this date.. 

Q Were those columns under study by the FBI investi¬ 
gators? "/ ' : 

A I’m sure they must have had them when thiswhole 
investigation came to pass following the breaking and entry 
into the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the ensuing investi¬ 
gation thereafter, but that once again is a. .surmise • on-my 
part. "' v • -' A 


Smith Reporters,- Inc: U • ' 








Q Did you read the Anderson columns on the BIA 
-stolen' documents?;;;v> : . :£- : X/, : 'X : ■■■■'■:yM’, ■ XX - 

■■■/A Jr i I*m sure they must have come across my desk; 


Did you take a personal interest in this investi¬ 


gation? 


Q Was this investigation handled through regular 
normal channels? X 

A Standard operating procedures within the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. There wasn't anyone there that 
wasn't handled in that manner while I was the Acting 
Director because I insisted from the day that I came into 
that office that we operate within our jurisdiction accord¬ 
ing Id our statutory guidelines and with the executive orders 
of .the. President. X'.X : X; T-'X -■ X vX'-X' Xv-X ' : XX , 

MR. GEBHARDT: I have no further quest!ons 
at this time* •>’-X ’• 


CROSS EXAMINATION BY MR. STRICKLER: M-V- 

Q Mr. Gray, this morning during questioning by 
Plaintiff’s attorney you were asked about meetings with 
Mr. Anderson, the Plaintiff in'this Xy-XX 

;X. XA Yes, sir,' I was. ■ : :X-X : 
Q I believe you related to one that occiirred on the 


tV.Vn.t, k 
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;t -r •••? 


before we got off the record. He didn*t finish it. 
& Frauzinger was informed by the reporter 

"that shelstopped at the first off the record and : 
does not'have that aborted answer.) 7 


BY MR. STRICKLER: ' 

■ ' J ‘ ^ . ; R . - * „ '* ■ * v . 

(t77';Mr.'Gra^ I do not know the subject of that con¬ 
versation, the second one between you and Mr. Anderson, but 
I do feel" we ought to spread it on the record inasmuch as 
counsel for the plaintiff has heard what the subject was 
and we have not.~ Would you please tell us what that was? 

A I would like to say first, Mr. Strickler, that 
when I had this conversation with Mr. Anderson he and I 
agreed that each of us would hold it confidential and I 7,. ; 
believe that we have to this date, but I am under oath here 
and I must. respond. 7 7v-:. ; 7 ; : ; -l:7->;' : 77 vY '' ■ 

MR. FRAN2INGBR: I, would also note for the 
record that this witness is here today because of 
a lav/suit filed by the plaintiff seeking money 7 Y 7 
damages against himas an individuals'■ 

BY THE DEPONENT: 7 ‘ r : ; : :7v- ;j' • ; 7^ 

A During the course of my confirmation hearings, and 
particularly in the early days of March, Mr. Edward Morgan, 
who is senior partner of Morgan and ;Wench in Washington, g j). 7C 
called me on several occasions and let me know that he was a : 
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•• 


strong supporter of mine and he thought that I would make 
an excellent Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

but that I was being ; severely! harmed by Jack Anderson who 

; SI***.-. w 

was a friend of his, and that he wanted to arrange for me to 

** •,'^ v ! * i * ' 4 

meet with Jack Anderson for Jack Anderson to get to know me 

• •• • . ■ • '*’»•* ■* 4 *’$ ; * !' 

as he, Ed Morgan, 'knew me, and in particular he wanted me to 

J v" *• " 

, .. y* * r '- s 

explain to Mr. Anderson the arrest of Les Whitten, that he 
felt that he knew enough of the bureau procedures to know 
that this had been carried out in accordance with those pro¬ 
cedures. ~ 

I resisted and I told him no gain can come of this, 
and he said, n I can tell you, Pat, that Jack is killing you 
on the Hill and I see no reason for you not to meet." I 
gave it some thought and I finally called Ed up. I said, 

"All right. I'll do it, but I think nothing is going to come 
of it." . . -;V T V 

So it was arranged that we would meet in the evening 
after working hours at Mr. Morgan's home. We met at Mr. 
Morgan's home and spent appro3cimately an hour and a half 
to two hours there, and Mr. Anderson, Mr. Morgan and I dis¬ 
cussed at great length the investigation of Mr. Vihitten and 
how it came about, and Mr. Anderson stated that he had indeed 
been speaking to Senators on the Hill and on the Judiciary v : 


CoDHaittee and 


he could to convince them to 
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■J 


ill 


oppose my nomination on the basis of the arrest of Les 


■Whitten < 


. . Jf’ ‘ ^ 


At the conclusion of that meeting ft£ said that I had 
established to his satisfaction my bona ; fide and that he 


would go back up on the Hill and speak to those same 


Senators and endeavor to right ,'-as "he put it , the wrong 


he had done. Mr. Morgan was. present and heard that entire 


conversation. Neither Mr. Morgan nor* I know if Mr. Anderson 


ever did that. 


Q Did he thereafter give testimony on the Hill? 


A I cannot recall, Mr. Strickler, whether this was 


before or after his testimony. It seems to me that this was 


during the period when I was not testifying that I went up 


there one evening. I didn't tell my chauffeur. Tern Mouden, 


the purpose for which we were going. I ^ust told him where 


we were going and to find out how to get there and I Just 


gave him the address of Ed Morgan's;’h(MaOi'vS s .^ ; 


Q You can’t establish the date of that meeting at 


Mr. Morgan's house? 


A No, sir, except to say that it had to be right 


after I finished my testimony and others began testifying. 


It was right, I don't know, the last day I testified in the 
first setting. If we could look at my confirmation hearings 


we might know. "7 
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Q Did you ever conspire with anyone to harm Jack 
Anderson’s First Amendment rights as alleged in tlae' cbmplaihtt 

* , * ‘ # i .i .. . -Cwfi. ■ ■****' 

♦ * V ■'' % ‘ •• * ><?’V . ■+**' '! % ' *• 

A Absolutely not. I would have learned over back-?, 
wards the other way. " 

MR. STRICKLER: I have no further.questions 
MR. GONDELMAN: No questions. 


& \ 
> . • 




r'^ 


.--U.fi!*.; 


; £3j r„ : ' r-'r ; > * 

l 1 ,*• X r - 

:*■** r *? 


CROSS EXAMINATION BY MR. FRANZINGER: 

Q I have a couple. Do you recall being asked' 
questions concerning any concern on the part of government 
officials during the time President Nixon was President 
about the leak of what has become known as the Dita Beard 
memorandum? Do you recall being asked questions about that? 
A Yes, I do. 

Q I believe you testified that there was some con¬ 
cern on the part of Mr. Kleindienst in this connection with 
respect to his integrity beingimpugned, . ; ,;/Is that correct? 

A ; That is correct, and that he would go into the 
position with, a cloak over him, a cloud * 

Q Did you understand Mr. Kleindienst f s concern to be 
with the allegations made in the memorandum, or based upon . 
that memorandum, or were they with the fact that the memo- ; 
randum had leaked?•’ 

A They were based primarily upon the factijliat the;! :i 



V*.? v' : ; y“rl .V, 

**.«v 'V y. 









allegations in the memorandum impugned his honor* : 

v Q Did he ever ask you to investigate how that memo¬ 
randum had leaked or had gotten to •— >.**;/ -s | 

A. No, he did not. • ' f 

Q Did he ever indicate to you that he was concerned 
about the fact -that the memorandum had gotten out as a fact?' 
A No, except to take the strong position that the 

»*■'_ ■ _ ■ ■ ‘ :, . , -n „ ^ 1 

memorandum itself impugned his honor and that he wanted his ' 
confirmation hearings reopened. 

Q Mr. Gray, focusing your attention on Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit #1, the paragraph on that Exhibit that you were asked 
about by counsel for the plaintiff appearing on the bottom 
of page 7 and the top of page 8 —^ 

A Yes. ;■ ■ 

Q —» did you ever become aware that the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation had received information from an 
informant of the Metropolitan Police Department that a 
secretary of Jack Anderson would pick up certain documents 
stolen from the Bureau of Indian Affairs at Hank Adams’ 


apartment? ; ; 

A I think I did, and I think it was contained either 
in that teletype or in verbal reports that I might have 
received on it, but I can * t pinpoint the exact time, the 
exact date. ; 
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|^2 ;: 

Q Was It prior to or subsequent to the arrest? .'J:'-;'.;"' 



A . Oh, it was 


• •• ■ ", . v* 

■ ;v;7: l 7Q V l That you' knew yourself personally? s .;^-v::- 

■ 

• '•’* ! •' ■• ’• / . * *' ,V >v ' 

A Yes# That I knew that that was the gist of the 



informant 1 s information , yes. 



Q Did you ever also become aware of the fact that 

an Assistant United States Attorney had authorized the arrest 



of Hank Adams, Anita Collins or any other identifiable rep- 


sis 

resentative of Jack Anderson? 

A Yes, and I believe that occurred after the arrest. 

Q That you became aware of that fact? 


3Sf?7? 

A Yes.'";’''"- : 

Q Did you ever become aware of the fact that-the 


■ v ' » '* • 

FBI had information that Mf. Anderson was going to pay a 



sum of money or someone on Mr* Anderson f s staff was going to 






pay a sum of money for. the turnover of those documents? 



A Yes. The initial reports that we received from 


•■ ■„ >/; v ' 

the informant Were to the effect that ^^ew wniid be a , : 


■‘7 - ■ .. 

hundred to two hundred thousand dollars paid for these 


r: ’b • • % 

documents. V--‘.... - ' 


: : *■; *' 

Q And when did you become aware of that, that the 


.*, * •'■7 ' % 

v FBI had such information? 


M<: 

A I believe that was in the teletype that ^ pre¬ 



viously referred to. It was either there or it would have 



. r- ° ^ r / • ( ■ .* / ; X ,; '' k « . .* : , J - , 
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cane from the briefing by Lieutenant Kirwan of the Metro¬ 
politan Police Department Int^ligkte^^ Division to the SAC 
of the WFO And that could have produced the teletype, but :: 
it was sometime in that period of time, the 24th to the 30th 
of January of 1973. V v 

Q Now you have identified Metropolitan Police y . 
Department informant by the name of John Arellano. Did Mr. 
Arellano to your knowledge report concerning this matter 
directly to the Federal Bureau of Investigation? 

He did not. ■■ 

Q Was information transmitted from Mr. Arellano 
to the bureau through any channel? 

A Through the Intelligence Division of the Metro¬ 
politan Police Department. That was transmitted to the 
Washington Field Office of the Federal Bureau of Investi¬ 


gation. 


0 Did you at any time discuss the arrest Vor possible 
arrest of anyone in connection with possession 'of'^these 
documents with Mr. Mark Felt prior to the arrests dn January 
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A Only in my initial conversation with him when 
I directed him to coordinate and cooperate with the Depart-. 
ment of Justice and be absolutely certain that we have the " 
warrant for the arrest. : 

Reporters, Inc . '* - • v i’ >- •* 










ly ,<;■■■ •’ - u • 

'■•■■ «•• •■■!•’. >. % 
fir 

. \ y t 

'’ v ya ««* 1 - ['•' % , 


4 . .' V ' * 1 ’’ k ■ <U^ 5 -*vr.. 


:: Q Did you give any other instructions to Mr-. Felt? 

' ’ A • None that I. recall ri^it at this timel y • y, v 
-Q Did you enter into agreement with anyone, whether 
a defendant in this action or not, to prevent Jack Anderson 
from publishing information in his possession? . 

A Absolutely not. y. y;;.' yy 

MffO FRANZINGER: I have no. further questions. 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. GEBHARDTs 

Q I have'a few follow-up questions. Mr. Gray, is 
it your testimony that Jack Anderson asked for the meeting 
'with you? _ y • y‘ 

A No, it is not my testimony that he asked for the 
meeting with me. It is my testimony that Ed Morgan called 
me and suggested that I have this meeting with Jack Anderson 
and that he felt Jack would be willing to do it because Jack 
was killing me on the Hill. Ed Morgan arranged the meeting. 

Q Is it fair to say that the suggestion of the meet¬ 
ing .was coming from Mr. Morgan? 


fact. 


Not fair to say it. I have testified to it as a 


As a result of the meeting did Jack Anderson say 


.that he would withdraw his charges?. ; yy y >'•-C• y y '• 
yyy^y No. He said he would go up to the Hill arid speak 
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• s . -• :y?y ■; •• .y oy •y-'r r -• y.y; rV ■>: •::.x.-y ; 
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• ': 

to the Senators with vAkmb he had spoken and. try to undo the 


♦*• ' ’ '* * " *♦ * - ^ ^**n 4V 

* • \ ^ /; ’• .’ ' ••;'/* * I 

...’, 'harm he had done, ;-V>' : 'v' 


„ •';*!' . '. • ’ • \ ’•• 

^ * ^ That* s essentially the same thing, isn’t it?; 

■ 

’/• 

v-.. : •• v’ 

, v.S •. . MR. STRICKLER: Object. : .'''■ 


‘ t '; !’ ' ' *v*ia-*"-- 

: : . v . • ,j.«*•<'’**■»»»» 

BY THE DEPONENT: 


. ‘ » ■ ' ,B.ti 

: U--* '’ T % 

"" A This is my testimony, Mr. Gebhardt, and I will not 


1 v !•* 

-■v t ' . v ’’ _ . r - # . 

have words pxrt in my mouth. 


*' > ' ■ . 1-:' v V -’ 

• ^ ~ 14 Q 1 Did Jack Anderson say at the end of that meeting 


.>. *'■ •• , ’■ J » Jr!*.-* * 

■ *■ ’■ 

that he would lobby for you on the Hill? ~ 



A He did not. I have testified as to what he said. 



Mr. Gebhardt, that he would attempt to go to the Hill and. 


|i; 

undo the harm, to undo the wrong that he had done. .5 



He was very sincere about it, too. Both Ed Morgan and 


;■ 

I thought it was a very good meeting and that’s viiy I have 



maintained the confidentiality of that meeting to this date. 






Q ¥e didn’t bring this - 


.'.*w »,.•■:"* 

A I know. You asked the question^? ; You opened the 



door.- • . -’!’• ‘-;.V H : ' 



MR. FRANZINGER: I object to counsel’s state¬ 


■V, ; : ‘ /■-■ .. . ■ 

ment. I disagree with it and X also suggest ;to 



counsel that he did in the first instance bring ; 


• ’**•.''* . 

it up but that he should restrain himself and try 



to confine hJjaself to asking questions of 






v witness raiiier'.-.than^^’argument^;:;^^^^ j 
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• *K\ "I-h.O . ■*. . • •■'•'. • \ 
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MR. GEBHARDT; Could beyouM do well to 
follow yourown words, Mr. Franzlnger. 

' . - ! MR. S1RICKLER: Gentlemen, I*m neutral.', 

• V^*:" IZ-:. , \ 

BY MR • • GEBHARDT: 

Q" Mr.: Gray, did you report this meeting to the 

;d ^ : - , ' . 

Attorney General/or to anyone else? 

A Absolutely not, because I respected Mr. Anderson's 
request and I believe he respected mine until this oc¬ 
casion when 1 am under oath and asked the question. 

Q Have you had any recent discussions with Mr. Morgan 
about this meeting? 


Q Did the FBI receive any reports prepared by the 
informant, John Arellano? 

A The only information that I know that the FBI 
received was that transmitted through the Metropolitan 
Police Department Intelligence Division, and the one name I 
remember is .Lieutenant Kirwan.v 'Z-’M'v 

Q You do not remember seeing any report bearing the 
name John Arellano? 

A No. As a matter of fact I am quite certain that 
there were none because the reports came to us through the 
Intelligence Division of the. MPD. 

xQ ' ,C V ¥as J’ohn Arellano considered an FBY informer? 


Greenbej-g/Cji^y ; 
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A Absolutely not. 

Q Prior 1 to; the January 31st, 1973 arrests did you 
discuss the information learned from the informant with Mark 


Felt? . v 

i ■ .r?" * ' ■' •• ; • ’ 

A I'm not s^e whether I did or not, whether I 

stayed in that close touch with it. When I gave him the 
instructions that I gave him I assumed that they would be 

carried out, and I now know and can testify -that they were 

• * . *•* • ! •’ * \ •* 

• .’•■'ffSli'. , ■••••' • '■ - * * ** ■■ 

carried out because of the re evaluation of the case that we 
made to determine the lessons to be learned from it following 
the no bill. We did coordinate with the Department of 
Justice as I directed. v \ =" 

Q So you remember discussing with Mr. Felt the in¬ 
structions concerning the warrants? 

A I don't know that I discussed that with him or 
not during that period of time following the first set of 
instructions that I gave .to- him* 

Q And you said that — I don't know if I'm saying 
the right word but that — Mr. Kleindienst was upset not 
with the leak of the Dita Beard memorandum but the fact that 
the allegations in that Dita Beard memorandum cast doubt on 
his integrity? '.'y':- ia V 

A That' s right, and the attitude was that the news- :y< j 
paper story is dead the- next day, but Kleindienst in my; 


; , Sfriith ' Reporters ,. Inc .££:' ':•¥ 










judgment, knowing him at that time, was a very high 
principled man and he feltthis very, very keenly. 

Q So the whole effort in the Kleindienst confirma- 

• * it . ' '** if ■ ‘ ' ' . ’ . • . . . * 

-‘StsrT'k ' 

tion hearings was to refute and repudiate the allegations 
in the Dita Beard memorandum? " i : : 

, t * 1 *■ w • - * * 

- .*... -e ^ ■■s’ *:., .. , : ‘ 

MR. FRANZINGER: I object* The witness has 
already testified about his knowledge as to those 
and it’s purpose and his efforts with regard to 
that. : .■ 

MR. GEBHARDT: He has not done so. 

.BY THE DEPONENT: 

A Yes, I have. I testified as to my role there and 
I don 1 1 know what the whole effort was in the ITT hearings. 

I know what my role was in it because I told you, Mr. 
Gebhardt, I was not a member of Mr. Kleindienst f s task 
force who was handling the so-called strategy snd tactics 
of the presentation to the Senate Judiciary Committee during 
the ITT hearings. I did not have''that.'-role 

MR. GEBHARDT: Well, I'would like to have an 
answer to that Question so could you read back 
the question that I asked, the one that Mr. . 

•' Franzinger objected to? ; V' 

(Whereupon, the indicated question 
repeated by the Court Reporter as follows 
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"Q So the whole effort in the KXeindJLenst confirma¬ 
tion hearings was to refute and repudiate the aUegations 


in the Dita Beard memorandum?" 


■ ,fa C *=,. 


MR* FRANZINGER: The witness: has answered 

■' . *■ ■ . ■ .s; . v .... * \ 

that question. / 

THE DEPONENT: I answered that question. 

t UJ 4 '* 'V 

, • “ % . f ^v 5 * 1 **- . 

MR. FRANZINGER: He answered he didn't know 

• ... . ■ ^ ^ V3, V* f '** -■Uzyab . 

BY MR. GEBHARDT: ' . • { 1 •= - $ £ ’ 3-'' 

■ •' '■ ■■■. 4 : . T.ZZ ■ I." 

Q Is that right? The answer .is: you don't know? 


A Yes. 


MR. GEBHARDT: I have no further questions. 
MR. STRICKLER: No questions- 


MR. FRANZINGER: I have none. 


(hereupon, the deposition adjourned at 


3:47 P.M.) 


DEPONENT 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 


day of' 


_1978. 


NOTARY PUBLIC 

:fW-COMMISSIONER OF; SUPERIOR COURT 


My Commission expires 
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. a, 

.CERTIFICATE . 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT v : ; 




COUNTY OF HARTFORD 

• * *';*.*■ t jv‘ g ' . ,v> j r, v 

‘ U . 



I, Violet A. Smith, a Notary Public within'“affld^foi^'the^ 

* ■ . 

^ <,J '! ' fc 

State of Connecticut, duly commissioned and qualified tov • 


' r-./'iV ■' V-. , . ♦ 

-»‘ • ' ' * • t T . 

administer oaths, do hereby certify that pursuant to notice^ 

>> . V, *. 

*t -*w. ,r • “ 


;• /’ ; - 

at the offices of Suisman, Wool, Shapiro, Brennan,-Gray & 


• * 4 |*;-JV* S , l\ ' • 4 ,, 

Faulkner, 1028 Poquonock Avenue, Groton, Connecticut, on g 


■ - >Si* '; > ■ ’ 

Thursday, December 15, 1977, the following named person* to 


H : v.,;: v 

• .. . '• . ; ; V .„. * • •. . 

wit: L. PATRICK GRAY, was by me duly sworn to testify to the 


* : 

truth and nothing but the truth of his knowledge touching and 



concerning the matters in controversy in this cause; that he 



was thereupon carefully examined upon his oath and his testi- 


.j* ■ 

. ' • IT 

mony reduced to writing by me; that the deposition is a true 


* r>V ^-' 

record of the testimony given by the witness 


’ . V • J* - 

I further certify that I am neither attorney nor counsel 


j>v; ■ 

for, nor related to nor employed by any of the parties to the 


.v. , 

action in which this deposition Is taken, and further that I 



am not a relative or employee of any attorney or counsel em¬ 

••• ' ' . 


ployed by the parties hereto or financially interested in the 


•.V; S \ ■ ’/- 

action. V. ; V; : v : 




I further certify that Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1 through 3 

' 

■’ ‘.r ••'■ V ' ; •/ 

were duly marked by me and are attached herewith ..... 


■■,! V- v *■ 

In witness vhereoE^ :I' have hereunto set my hand and 

, r y,\ : - 

: §gg 

affixed my notarial seal this 6thj3ay 'of 


r ' • 




v : V v.; \ # . 

My Commission expires 4/1/81. ■ 
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Direct Examination 
by Mr. Gebhardt 

Cross Examination 
by Mr. Strickler 

Cross Examination 
by Mr. Franzinger 

Redirect Examination 
by Mr. Gebhardt 


IK D EX 


EXHIBITS 


PlaintiffVs 
Exhibits 


Page No. 


Memorandum dated: 3/ip/72,:irbmj : ; v 
Mr. R. E. '^febhardt'^' _ • 

. . . - . _ r- lV .i ■'* , ; ; '* . t * 

Motion of the UJ S.'' Ittor^eyC^:- 
dated March 7, 1973.;'X.% ' 
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7 subject: 


LJ 


/DIRECTOR, FBI 

f AT1N: LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION 

SAC, WFO (62-10968) (P) 


date: 


2/23/78 


JACK ANDERSON ^ 

V. uO j 

RICHARD NIXON, ET AL / 

(U.S.D.C.. 

"CIVIL 'ACTION #76-1794 

&-2-I/73S3-5 z- 

Remylet dated 12/13/77. 

Enclosed for the Bureau is one xerox copy 
of the current docket sheet as of 2/13/78. 

WFO will follow and report. 
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CIVIL DOCKET CONTINij 
PLAINTIFF 


DATE NR. 


DEFENDANT 


RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. 


PROCEEDINGS 


SOCKET NO 


PAGE OF 


Get 28 ORDER filed Oct. 26 , 1977 granting in part motion of deft. Colson, 
Dean,' Gray, Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krcgh, Mardian, 

Young, ITicon, Mitchell h Ehrlichman for protective orders 
.with respect to pltff r s interrogatories & production requests 
dated 7 - 27-77 but without prejudice to pltff. filing renewed 
production requests after further discovery by pltff.; granting 
motion of defts. CIA, FBI & DJ to quash & sustaining their 
- objections to subpoenas duces tecum; denying motion cf pltff.- 
for an order to coirrael; setting forth directions to all oarties. 

(N) Gesell, J.‘ . \ 

Cot 27 STATUS CONFERENCE. Ruling deferred re. the taking of deposition of 
Yeung. No written interrogatories - Anderson* s deposition to be 
taken 1-3-78. Defer the taking of deposition of Kissinger. 
Discovery to proceed by way of depositions. 

(Rep. Watson) Gesell, J. 

Nov 21 STIPULATION of counsel agreeing that counsel within 20 days after. 

receipt of transcript- of any deposition file a motion for a 
protective order & further agreeing as to the handling of motion 
. ^transcripts. So Ordered. (FIAT) (N) Gesell, J. 

Dec 7 ORAL motion of pltff. to compel certain defts. to answer questions 
propounded during depositions begun; respited until 12 - 0-77 at 
9:30 A.M. (I. Watson) Gesell, J. 

Dec 8 ORAL motion of pltff. to compel certain defts. to answer questions 
propounded at deposition concluded & denied. Court approves the 
procedure followed by defense counsel. 

'(Rep. Watson) * Gesell, J. 

Dec 16 DEPOSITION of James D. Sv. r artzwelder w/defts. exhibits 1(2), 2, 3 I 
4 and pltff 1 s exhibits 1 & 2 . 

Dec 22 TRANSCRIPT of Proceedings of Dec. 8 , 1977;. pages 1 - 5; Rep. Ida 
. Z. Watson; Court Copy. 

Dec 29 DEPOSITION of W. Mark Felt for the pltff. ; exhibit 1, 2 & 3. 


of deft. Nixon to compel answers; P&A; Exhibit A; c/m. 1- 


4 - 78 !. 


DEPOSITION of Jack Northman Anderson for the deft. Nixon (copy). 

MOTION of deft. Nixon to compel answers heard; deft, to file any 
further pleadings re. motion by 1 - 9 - 78 ; pltf. to file opposition 
by 1 - 13 : deft to file response by noon on 1 - 17 ; further hearing 
set for"1-18-73 at 9 : 30 ; taking of deposition of Mitchell 
deferred until after the hearing on the l8th; deposition of 
Andersen continued until after the hearing on the l8th. 

(Rep. 'Watson) Gesell, J. 


DC-MIA REV. C J/7 
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UU^D STATES (GOVERNMENT 

memorandum 


reply to Barbara Allen Babcock 
JTM Assistant Attornp.v G© 


Assistant Attorney General 
^-T^Civil ^vision FEDBRAL GOVERMEKJ 

bject: j ac ] c NP'Anderson v. Richard M. Nixon, 
et al., USDC D.C., C.A. No. 76-1794. 

Mr. William H. Webster“““““““““““— 

: Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


BAB.: D JA: RJF: c j c 
145V1-548 


APR 2 4 1978 


Attention: Legal Counsel Division 


Enclosed is a copy of an Order dismissing this civil 
action, entered by United States District Judge Gerhard A. 
Gesell on April 4, 1978. As you will note from the Order, 
the Court found that defendants' inquiries as to plaintiff's 
sources were crucial to the statute of limitations defense. 
Accordingly, the Court, as it has clear authority to do 
under the applicable Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 
deemed that defense to be established and therefore dis¬ 
missed the case on the ground of the statute of limitations. 

Plaintiff has sixty days in which to seek to appeal the 
Court's decision. Counsel for the plaintiff has indicated 
in open court that he will seek to appeal this matter. f 

( 

Many thanks for your assistance and cooperation regard¬ 
ing the defense of this matter. \ 


Enclosure 


KC-123 






24 JAN 16 1979 
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While his deposition was being taken,plaintiff refused 
to reveal the identity of news sources that had provided him 

with information concerning the subject ftiatt,er of this 

» 

litigation. On January 19, 1978, the Court held a full 
hearing on defendants' motions to compel and by Memorandum 
and Order filed January 26, 1978, directed that plaintiff 
respond to questions concerning the identity of his news 
sources. Plaintiff received the Order and respectfully 
notified the Court that on grounds of principle he would 
continue to refuse to answer such questions. Accordingly, 
defendants promptly moved for default, invoking Rule 37 of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The motions were 
opposed, briefed by the parties, and argued. The Court 
finds that: 

(1) There is substantial indication found in the 
jacket to date that plaintiff can prove acts of official 
harassment and efforts at high levels of the Nixon 
administration to interfere with his work as a newspaperman. 
The extent of each defendant's participation in the alleged 
conspiracy, if any, is yet to be developed. If a conspiracy 
existed, it has terminated. ' - - - - 

(21 Defendants oppose plaintiff’s effort to obtain 
damages by motion to dismiss on the ground that the statute 
of limitations has run. This also is a substantial claim 
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supported by pertinent excerpts from plaintiff's widely 
syndicated column showing contemporaneous knowledge of 
many key events and thus contradicting plaintiff's claim 
that the conspiracy was concealed. 

(.3) It is admitted that plaintiff received information 
about the official conduct he now questions about the time 
it occurred from sources both within the White House, where 
the alleged conspiracy centered, and from outside sources as 
well. 

(4) To test plaintiff's denial that he was aware of the 
alleged conspiracy at an early date and to develop the full 
extent of plaintiff's knowledge of events as. ; they were 
occurring, it is highly material and relevant to the defendants 
motion to ascertain and then to depose plaintiff's sources. 

(5) The identity of his sources is well known to 
plaintiff. There are no alternative practical means of 
ascertaining who they are. 

(6) Plaintiff's refusal to comply with the Court's 
Order and to respond to defendants' inquiries is not made in 
bad faith. It is, however, willful and deliberate and made 
with full undertaking of the consequences. Plaintiff's 
decision to disregard the Court's Order will not change. 

(71 An orderly trial, fair to both sides, cannot 
proceed to a just result unless plaintiff reveals the names 
of all his relevant sources. Plaintiff alone is responsible 
for the present impasse. 

(8) The Court in the exercise of its discretion hereby 
enters an order pursuant to Rule 37(b) (2) Ci) of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure that the statute of limitations 
matter regarding which the questions concerning plaintiff's 
sources were asked shall be taken to be established for 
purposes of this action adversely to plaintiff and that 
defendants *~lndti~gTrert:o- d-i-sm-is-s - are^q^r.an ted. No other ^ctionx""' 


Greenberg/Gray-4476 






is consistent with necessity, policy, and the Court's duty 
in the premises. See Smith v. Schlesinger , 513 F.2d 462, 
467 & n. 10 (D.C. Cir. 1975); see generally Societe 
Internationale v. Rogers , 357 U.S.197, 210 (1958). 

(9) The complaint shall be and hereby is dismissed. 
SO ORDERED. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

April , 1978 . 
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William F. Buckley Jr. 


Here-s orfe a lot of us missed. An impor¬ 
tant ruling by a heavyweight judge of the 
District Court for4he District of Columbia 
in a fascinating Watergate-related case. 

I write of Jaclrknderson v. (take a long 
breath) RiclTara^NiTdnrH'enry Kissinger, 
Richard Helms, John Mitchell, H.R. 
Haldeman, John Ehrlichman, Charles Col¬ 
son, Richard Kleindienst, Patrick Gray, 
gj^Tohn Dean, Robert Mardian, Jeb Ma- 
gruder, Herbert Kalmbach, Egil Krogh, 
David Young, Anthony Ulasewicz, Howard 
Hunt, Gordon Liddy, and James McCord. 
The only one missing from that line-up is 
Neil Armstrong, but perhaps Jack Ander¬ 
son ran out of breath. 

The suit was filed in September 1976. It 
alleges that the defendants conspired to 
harass Mr. Anderson because of his writ¬ 
ings. Anderson complains that his ability 
to report the news was prejudiced by this 
conspiracy in that many of his sources 
dried up. Anderson also alleges that the 
defendants were guilty of overt acts which 
were “intentionally and fraudulently con¬ 
cealed.” \ 

Now this last point is of considerable; 
procedural importance. The statute of 
limitations protects the defendants if they' 
have not been sued three years after their 
alleged tort. September 1976 minus three 
years equals September 1973. But all of the 
overt acts allegedly undertaken were 
undertaken before September 1973, and 
therefore Jack Anderson needs to prove 
fraudulent concealment in order to set 
aside the statute of limitations. 

' Richard Nixon et al replied, as is con- ' 
ventional in civil actions, by demanding to 
depose the plaintiff. On doing so, they 
asked him who were the sources of his 
information about this conspiracy. Specifi¬ 
cally, who advised him that he was the 
subject of illegal wiretapping and unlawful 
entries. Anderson testified that it was 
someone on Haldeman's staff but, plead¬ 
ing the privileges of the First Amendment, 
"declined to say who. He further declined, 
on the same grounds, to say who it was 
that told him he had been subjected to ille-. 
gal electronic surveillance after his fa¬ 
mous exposure of Nixon's National Se¬ 
curity Council meeting at which he 
instructed the government to "tilt" to¬ 
wards Pakistan. 

“I made an agreement not to,” said 
Jack Anderson, “and I will keep that 
agreement.” For using sublanguage as 
this, one notes in passing — and to protect 
the national interest, rather than to for¬ 
ward one’s comrncrci a^interest — people 
like / Richa^dOHelms Ifrave been publicly 

savagedft. ^ 
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The defendants replied in two parts. The 
first, that if the statutory protection was to 
be waived, the onus fell on the plaintiff to > 
prove the “fraudulent concealment.” To. 
prove it required more than merely to as-, 
sert that an unnamed, uncrossexamined 
third party told him so. 

. But most importantly, on the merits the 
defense raised the question whether sur¬ 
veillance of the plaintiff, if indeed there' 
had been such, was for the purpose of 
inhibiting his rights as a journalist or for, 
the purpose of investigating a security , 
leak. The motives, in a civil action of this 
nature, are of course crucial. 

In a carefully written opinion, Judge 
Gerhard A. Gesell ruled that Jack Ander¬ 
son can’t have it both ways. The news¬ 
man’s privilege, he reminded us, is a 
qualified privilege: Quoting Branzburg v. 
Heyes, the judge reminds us that on the 
one hand “official harassment of the press 
undertaken not for the purposes of law en¬ 
forcement but to disrupt a reporter’s rela- 
tionship with his news sources” is forbid¬ 
den. On the other hand, where “the 
interests of justice” require that relevant 
information be disclosed, it must be dis¬ 
closed. , 

Now, nobody is using any muscle to get 
at Anderson’s sources ; 

“Plaintiff’s pledge of confidentiality 
would have remained unchallenged had he 
not invoked the aid of the court seeking 
compensatory and punitive damages 
based on his claim of conspiracy. Plaintiff 
is attempting to use the First Amendment 
simultaneously as a sword and a shield. 
He believes he was wronged by a conspir¬ 
acy that sought to retaliate against his. 
sources and to undermine his reliability 
and professional standing before the pub¬ 
lic because what he said was unpopular 
with the conspirators. But when the ac¬ 
cused seek to defend by attempting to dis¬ 
cover who his sources were, so that they 
might find out what the sources knew, 
their version of what they told him, and 
how they were hurt, plaintiff says this is 
off limits — a forbidden area of inquiry 
. . . Plaintiff is not a bystander in the 
process but a principal. He cannot ask for 
justice and deny it to those he accuses.” 

The judge then forecast, les there should 
be any ambiguity, what he will do if Jack 
Anderson persists in declining to name his 
informants. He will throw the case out of * 
court. 

It is hard to quarrel with Judge Gesell’s 
reasoning, which doesn’t mean Anderson 
won’t quarrel with it. Perhaps he will re¬ 
veal that the judiciary has been instructed 
to tilt against Anderson. 
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~Anderson - 
Loses Suit 
Against Nixon 


By Toni House 

Washington Star Stott Writer ' 

A damage suit asking more than 
122 million from former President 
Richard M. Nixon and other top offi¬ 
cials of his administration has been 
dismissed because the plaintiff, 
columnist JacSylnderson, refused to 
reveal some of his sources for the 
complaint. 

U.S. District Judge Gerhard Gesell 
dismissed Anderson’s suit yesterday 
after he ruled that Anderson is under 
the same obligation as any other liti¬ 
gant in a civil suit to answer the op¬ 
position’s questions. 

Anderson was seeking $22 million 
in damages for alleged violation of 
his constitutional rights as a news¬ 
man from Nixon, John Ehrlichman, 
H.R. Haldeman, John Mitchell and 15 
others for what Anderson contended* 
were their efforts to damage his abil¬ 
ities to gather the news. 

IN DISMISSING the suit, Gesell 
wrote that while there was “substan¬ 
tial indication” that Anderson could 
prove acts of harassment and “ef¬ 
forts at high levels of the Nixon ad¬ 
ministration to interfere with his 
work,” the defendants could not get a 
fair trial unless Anderson revealed 
'the names of sources of the allega¬ 
tions he made against them. e 

Technically, Gesell dismissed tha 
suit because the three-year statute of 
limitations had expired on whaf 
Anderson alleged was a 1971 conspir¬ 
acy against him . _- 


In his suitTAndersonclai medhe 
did not learn of the reputed £o"nspir±~ 
' acy until much later. But the judge 
said he could not prove that without 
the word of his unnamed sources. 

A spokeswoman for William Do- 
brovir, Anderson’s attorney, said the 
office had no comment yet on 
whether they would appeal Gesell’s 
ruling. 

The controversy arose in January 
after Anderson refused to answer 
certain defense questions about two 
of his charges of illegal electronic 
surveillance. 

At that time Gesell put Anderson 
on notice he would either have to an¬ 
swer the questions or face possible 
dismissal of the suit. 

THE DISPUTE OVER sources 
centered on a claim that Nixon, Ehr¬ 
lichman and Haldeman, on at least 
three separate occasions, hired men 
to eavesdrop on Anderson and break 
into his office in an effort to discover 
his sources. 

Anderson also refused to reveal his 
sources for a claim that at White 
House instigation the “plumbers" — 
a unit set up to probe leaks of secrets 
— used illegal electronic surveillance 
to try ( to find the syndicated colum¬ 
nist’s sources of a story on the Nixon 
administration “tilt” toward Pakis- 
- tan during its 1971 war with India. 
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Memorandum 



to I V/y DIRECTOR, FBI 

'Jfft ATTN: ' LEGAL COUNSEL DIVISION 

FROM : SAC, WFO (62-10968) (RUC) 


date: 5/25/78 


subject: JACK ANDERSON 

V. 

RICHARD NIXON, ET AL 
(U.S. D.C.. D.C.) 

CIVIL ACTION #76-1794 


/V 



ReWFOlet, 2/23/78. 

Enclosed for the Bureau is one xerox copy of the 
current docket sheet as of 5/16/78. 

In view of the order to dismiss, WFO is placing 
this file in RUC status. 
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RICHARD M. NIXON, et al-F 


PROCEEDINGS * 


ADOPTION of #5 tp motion of deft #1 to compel answers; P&A’s; 
c/m 1-6-78 

MEMORANDUM of defts. 2,7,9,10,8,ll,l4&15 in support of deft 
Nixon’s motion to compel answers; c/m 1-9-78 

ADOPTION by deft. #4 of deft. Nixon’s motion to compel answers; ; 
c/m 1-9-78. I 

ADOPTION by deft. #6 of deft. Nixon’s. motion to compel answers; 
c/m. 

OPPOSITION by pltff. to defts' motion to compel; c/m 1-13-78. 

REPLY by deft. #1 to pltff’s opposition to defts motion to compel 
answers; c/m 1-17-78. 

MEMORANDUM of defts. .2, 3, 7, 9, 8, 10, 11, l4 & 15; c/m 1-17-78, 

MOTION of deft. Nixon to compel answers resumed, concluded and 
taken under advisement. No more depositions to be taken undes 
pending decision on the motion. 

(Rep. Watson) Gesell, J. 

DEPOSITION of L. Patrick Gray for the pltff.; Exhibit A; Exhibits 

1 , 2 & 3 . 

LETTER to the Clerk dated I-26-78 from Hoover Reporting Company, Inc 
enclosing errata sheets to Deposition of W. Mark Felt filed 
Dec. 29, 1977; errata sheet attached; c/m 1-26-78. 

MEMORANDUM & ORDER filed Jan. 26, 1978 granting in part & denying 
in part motion of defts to compel answers & directing that 
movants shall not be awarded any expenses incurred, in relation 
to the motions. (See Order for details) (N), Gesell, J. 

AFFIDAVIT of Jack Anderson; notice of filing; c/m 2-16-78. 

MOTION of defts. #2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14 & 15 for entry of 
default judgment; memorandum; c/m 2-24-78. 

DEPOSITION of Charles W. Colson for the pltff.; exhibits 1 - 11; 
errata sheet. 

DEPOSITION of Richard M. Helms for the pltff.; exhibit I & IL 

DEPOSITION of Egil Krough, Jr. for the pltff.; exhibit 1. 

DEPOSITION of Richard G. Kleindienst for the pltff.; exhibit 1 -4. 

ADOPTION of deft. #5 of motion by defts. #2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 

14 & 15 for entry of default judgment; P&A; c/m 2-27-78. 


see next page 


DC* 11!A REV. (1/75). 
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1978 

Mar 1 MOTION of deft. #1 for entry of default judgment; P&A; c/m 3-1-78. 


Mar 1 MOTION of deft. #4 for entry of default judgment; c/m 2-28-78. 

* ■ 

Mar 2 ADOPTION by deft. John Ehrlichman of the motion of defts. #2* 3, 7 
8, 9j 10, 11, 14 & 15 for entry of default judgment; P&A; 
c/m 3-1-78. 

Mar 3 MOTION of deft. #13 for entry of default judgment; P&A; c/m 3-3-78 

* 

Mar 1 STIPULATION of counsel extending time thru 3-28-78 for pltff. to 
respond to motion of defts for default judgment, approved. 

(N) Gesell, J. 

Mar 7 MOTION of deft. #17 for entry of default judgment; P&A; c/m 3-7-78 

Mar 7 ADOPTION by deft. #19 of the motion of defts. Colson, Dean, Gray, 

Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krogh, Mardian and Young for 
entry of default judgment;P&A; c/m 3-3-78. 

Mar 28 OPPOSITION by pltff. to motions for default judmnent; Exhibit 1 thru 7: Affidav 
c/m 3-28-78. 

Mar 31 MOTION of deft, for default argued, concluded & taken under 

advisement. (Rep. Sanche) • Gesell, 

-Apr 6 ORDER filed Apr. 4, 1978 granting motions of defts. to dismiss & 

! dismissing complaint. (N) Gesell, 
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SAC, Los Angeles (52-15445) 

V 

Director, FBI (62-117353) 

LESLIE HUNTEI' -WHITTEN, JR., et al. 

TOE 

00:WFQ 

Re Los Angeles letter dated 4/29/80. 


Enclosed for Los Angeles is a copy of a court 
order dated April 4, 1978. This order dismissed the civil 
action entitled: "Jack N. Anderson v. Riehard M. Nixon, 
et al., (U.S.D.C., D.D.C.), Civil Action No. 76-1794. 

Any additional Inq uires in this matter should 


be directed to Special Agent 
Division, Civil Litigation Unit II, extension 

Enclosure 
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gal Counsel. 
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NOTE: Los Angeles has requested the current status of the 

above-noted civil suit. This letter encloses the dismissal 
order. 
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Jack Anderson from Drew Pearson’s 
Column 


told 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 


(3) 

(*0 

(5) 


he will call 




be 

blC 


they were there a year and a half after 
they started. (Jl\) 

It looked to me like the weren't really 
trying to find anything in particular tax evasion 
they were trying to find some conflict 
of interest, or maybe I was ~ 

paying off somebody (Indistinct) [yS) 

the third day you asked me several 
times to have a drink w/ you.f 'uS) 

to see about - 

because of the value of the items involved 
he said I don't think we have any choice. (_"^LV 





Greenberg/Gray-4501 
















(It) 


Verbatim 

^- 5-63 



and Anderson 


(cont) 


b6 

b7C 


Anderson I would gather - this - I assumed - I could only 

--putting 2 and 2 together. 

that these people Justice who talked to me about 

this - I was telling them one day that-was the Bureau 
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Verbatim 

4 - 5-63 


b6 

b7C 


Anderson (Cont) 



I, I've well, I will 

help where ever I can (He gave the story that he or 

rather-I can pull thru (.?) quite a line on this) 

(Missed part) - the 

guy I talked to was a little cryptic. 

& I would guess from what he said that they 
got you tied up some way that some of boys 
they think you are tied up with, that they 
will try to talk to'you if they 
haven't already, that we will forget about this 

indictment j- 

I know - 
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6 


7 


Don’ t 

[__Jwi 


alt be too concerned. I 
_Nill tr y to ho In (ms) 
frie nd of | 

~ |is a good friend of 


m going to do what I can. 
out. He said you were 


and 

mine 


(/m) 


be 

b7C 


_| interrupts A - But 

if I were you I * d be concerned about 
the Justice Dept. I can’t (give)? any 
sources but I think there's a couple 
of people that I would contact. X never 
I don't think this is pertinent —- the 
guy that talked to me, without 
mentioning. I don't think he was 
screwey. I don't know 
He thought probably that he wasn't 
doing anything wrong. I would guess. 

I would guess from what he said, He didn't - 

He v/as a little cryptic and I (-guess he - some of 
these guys know live been around town a long 
time. I supposed to be able to read 

their minds. He talked kind of in riddles. I'm supposed 
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to figure out the damn riddles. I'm really 
a simple guy and somebody has to spell it out 
for me. I would guess from that - from the 
way they talked, that they're- definitely 
set on that Los Angeles thing 
to see what they have. Some of the boys 

(garbled) U. S_ Attorney. - 

If they havent't already tried to talk 
to you. I would think that they 
probably would at some point they'll 
settle down and you tell us and we 
might forget about this indictment. ( 21 ) 

A - this was a gamble (garbled) hi) 


A - I don't think the Internal Revenue 
would bother (?) Kennedy. - - - - 

I think that he is using you as a 'club: on him (or them) 
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and 


A. (8) 


A, (9) 

A. 


A. 


( 10 ) 


7 

Verbatim 

4 - 5 - 6 & 


b6 

b7C 


Anderson cont. 



He found exactly what the Int. Revenue 
found. That there were these num ber of doll ars 
left off. But he also found that 


_had complete knowledge of myy 

receiving this money." (~U[\ 

•iissed an exchange by Anderson and 

• Cu) 


•I expected them to have talked to you 

before now. They didn't tell me this but, f j 


](m) 


"They are going to come around to you some 
day and say 'Boy, we got you by the short hairs. 
You tell usj you answer the following questions 


or it's tough shi 


hlt - (op 


my 
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Verbatim 

4 - 5-63 


and Anderson, cont. 


t ru) 


A. 


Unintelligible comment 


b6 

b7C 
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AV _(8) 

A. (9) 


( 10 ) 


A. (11) 


smart ------ 

I don' think the Internal 


was a gamble to 

• r*0 


-was 
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Verbatim 

M--5-63 

]and Anderson (cont) 

b6 

hi 


"Did they ask you about Levinson? in Kansas Citygj|j 


"The Int. Revenue did 


You see, .1 was wrong on that score then, Decause it 
was my impression that the tax thing that • 
they had. That convinces me all the more 
that what they really intend to do is black - 
mail you." 
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( 2 ) 


(12) A. Say something else at this point which 
is unintell. 


(13) 


(14) 


(15) 


AVCO, No Aviat, Rocca Mfg. Co., - - Industries 
G.E., those kind of people. (13A) I don't — 
with those kind of people that they're 
talking about. 

or something• like that, C-. I'll be the. most 
hated man in the U.S. 

- - - they have (unintell) watching there might be 
2 things they might be looking for 
to put the screws on this Levinson. 
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(a) 


these gamblers in any v/ay out there? Lately? Have 
any Senators or Congressmen entertained out there - 

at) 




T 
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Verfeatim 

4 - 5-63 b6 

K7 r 



“Well, I don’t think that there’s much to worry about 

-my guess is they’re going to scare you and 

v/hen the figure you're scared to death, they’re going 
to (unintell) 




(15) 



b6 
hi C 


As far as publicity (?) is concerned 
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“You know a lot of these people who are se en in 
Congress of these guys-even| ~|mentionecl 


they went over his taxes w/ a fine tooth comb. (IX 
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Verbatim 

^- 5-63 


A. 


A. 


A. 


and Anderson - Cont. 


iu) 


(17) 


A. 


Lia) 


be 

blC 


"He didn't tell me that" 



But the point is, they don't go that far unless 
they are really convinced they're cynical enough 
that. They aren't going to that extent because they 
saw you in his company. They have to be convinced 
of more than that. What they told me, my informant 
told me. they think they got something. (16) (Hissed 
portion) The tax thing, they're using 
----- They'd have to have a stronger 
think you a bag man, a contact 


o ujl 

•"(it) 

tu) 


as a club, 
case. They 


-Ed Levinson -. As a matter of 

fact, they told me that. At this point 

I'm not saying what I think they told 

me. I'm telling you what they told me."(3\ / 


Mu) 


Can't hear him 

#272 - 277 

Discuss a trip to Acepulco. 



\ 
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( 17 ) 

□- 

A - 



b7C 


quite apart from the tax thing, in other 

words - (B) interrupts "Well, I hope 

that -" (A) continues - "some body went 

to difficulty in Los Angeles to pick up 

the testimony that - these guys. 

Because that's what they thing you're 

guilty of. The tax thing is just a 

handy club -— but they wouldnjt use it as a 

club - they've got to have a stronger case 

than that to prove that they've got their man 

and what they try to 

figure is, let's face it, is that 

you are a bag man (that may be the word) a contact, 
a contact. 
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be 

hlC 



14 

4/5/63 


VERBATIM 

and Anderson (con*t) 


(tT) 


□- 

A - 

□- 

A - 

□- 


A - 

dh 




"Do you know - | | ." (£ 


]> Lu) 



_ from N.J. (19) The Same 

guy who talked tome about you talked to me 

about him." so I imagine-he didn’t say there was 

a connection, but I gathered-*- Cu) 



Can't hear 







A 


These guys they can’t make a move I would say 1,000 top men 
and women in the world are watched all the time. When they 
go to Acapulco ; as they recently did, they know every step 

') when they 


(B. interrupts 

go to Acapulco these guys were so aware that they were being 
watched that they were afraid to meet together except for 
fleeting conversations on the golf course or something like* 

that. - Lobbyists - Now these guys are having a pretty 

tough time of it. but my advise to you on this tax thing is 
to ignore - this is the thing they've got you on Lul) 


18 I'd rather see that than this tax GD tax thing tjvC) 
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bo 

b7C 










A 


He also— I heard him say also that he is also — 
against (?) you b y - he represe nts 


against (r) you p y- ne represet 

(apparently means ] I is againstf 

i_• _ _ j_•_ j__ i _• 


he is attempting to act as 
lrpnrpgpnt.s^_ ( V A 


___ because 

a lobbyist for people 


□- 1 I c to 

A - I think he does, but ( I ?) told me that you 

represented Levinson. ( 


20 It sorta became a tug of war between the 2 of them who 
was going to do the most for me in an entertainment fashion. 
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something back to them 
Oh if I bring into them. 

Anderson leaves. -\ 


I might not tell them anything 
(Out of range) (v) 










era 


























■ This memorandum Is loaned to you by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, and neither it nor its contents are 
to be distributed outside the agency to which loaned. [UC) 


I 







distributed outside your agency. 


TRUE COPY 


8-Bureau (105-10828) 

1-New York (105-1198) (Info) (RM) 
1-WFO (105-524) 

MPC:nld 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 

Defendants. 


ANSWER TO FIRST INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT 
DONALD C. ALEXANDER, Commissioner, Internal Revenue 
Service _____ 

CHARLES A. GIBB, being first duly sworn, makes the following 
answer as the designee of DONALD C. ALEXANDER, Commissioner, 
Internal Revenue Service. 

Interrogatory: 

1.0 Do you, or does the agency under your supervision, possess 
any information respecting any of the matters listed in this Interroga¬ 
tory 1. 0, parts^ 1.1-1.18, (a) whether (where pertinent) such matters 
were consummated or only were attempted, contemplated or discussed, 
and (b) whether or not there was any involvement or potential involve¬ 
ment of your agency: 

1.1 Mail cover on plantiff; 

Answer to Number 1.1: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1. 2 Opening of the mail of plaintiff; 

Answer to Number 1,2: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1 . 3 Wiretapping of any telephone of plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.3: No. 


) 

) 

) 

) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 




I Greenberg/Gray-4534 




Inter rog atory: 



1.4 Entry, intrusion, burglary or "black bag job" into the office 
or home, any hotel room or any other building or room occupied by 
plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.4; No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.5 Electronic surveillance (bugging) of plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.5: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.6 Transmission or delivery of false information to plaintiff; 
Answer to No. 1.6: No. 

i ■ ... 

Interrogatory: 

1.7 Arrejst or prosecution of plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.7: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.8 Administration of drugs to plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.8: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.9 Electronic eavesdropping on plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.9: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.10 Electronic eavesdropping on any telephone which resulted 
in the overhearing of any conversation in which plaintiff 

(a) was a participant 
Answer to 1.10(a): No. 
or (b) was mentioned; 

Answer to 1.10(b): There is no record of the plaintiff being 
mentioned. 

- 2 - : " ' • 
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Interrogatory: 

1.11 Infliction of physical harm on plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.11: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.12 Physical surveillance of plaintiff, of any associates or relatives 
of plaintiff, plaintiff's home or office, or of any other building or premises 
occupied by plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.12: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.13 Requests to you or the agency under your supervision from any 

I 

other defendant in this action, the White House, the Executive Office of the 
President, or any department or agency of the Executive Branch for 

(a) a "name check" of plaintiff; 

s • * 

(b) information about plaintiff, or 

(c) electronic telephone surveillance, 
other electronic surveillance or 
physical surveillance of plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.13: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.14 Transmission by you or the agency under your supervision to 
any other defendant in this action, the White House, the Executive Office 
of the President, or any department or agency of the Executive Branch of 

(a) information about plaintiff, or 

(b) any information about the results 
of electronic or physical surveil¬ 
lance of plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.14: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.15 Requests from you or the agency under your supervision to 
any other defendant in this action, the White House, the Executive 

•’ ‘ - 3 - . ' ' : 
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Office of the President, or any department of agency of the Executive 
Branch for 

(a) information about plaintiff, or 

(b) electronic telephone surveillance, 
other electronic surveillance or 
physical surveillance of plaintiff; 

Answer to No, 1,15: No. • 

Interrogatory: 

1.16 Transmission to you or the agency under your supervision, 
by any other defendant in this action, the White House, the Executive 
Office of the President, or any department or agency of the Executive 
Branch, of 

(a) any information about plaintiff, or 

(b) any information about the results of 
electronic or physical surveillance 
of plaintiff; 

Answer to No. 1.16: No. 

Interrogatory: 

1.17 Investigation of plaintiff; 

Answer to Number 1.17: Yes. The Internal Revenue Service 

has made three investigations concerning the. plaintiff during the 

periods referred to in the complaint (July, 1969 to the present). 
Interrogatory: 

1.18 Investigation, arrest, prosecution or interrogation, by 
attorneys of the Department of Justice, by agents of the FBI or any 
other Federal law enforcement agency, by any United States Attorney 
or Assistant United States Attorney, or by or before any grand jury, 
of persons believed to be sources of information published by plaintiff. 

Answer to Number 1.18: No. 

• . - 4 - • 
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Interrogatory: . 

2.0 If the answer to any part of Interrogatory 1.0 is affirmative, 
state with respect to such matter: 

2.1 Whether the information is contained in a document 
or other record as defined in the Requests for Production 
served this day, and if so, list the documents or records and 
summarize the information contained therein; 

Answer to Number 2.1: Yes. See response to Request for 
Production. 

The investigations were: 

1. An investigation in 1973 of the tax treatment of several hundred 
persons including the plaintiff requested by the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation; 

2. An investigation in 1974 to determine whether there had been 
an unauthorized disclosure to the plaintiff of information about an audit 
of President Ford's tax returns; 

3. An audit in 1974 and 1975 of the plaintiff's 1973 income tax return. 
The revenue agent recommended the assertion of an income tax deficiency 
of $15, 388. 59 and the case is now before the IRS Appellate Division at the 
request of the plaintiff. 

Interrogatory: 

2.2 The name, home and business address, and home and business 
telephone numbers, of every individual possessing information with respect 
to the item, with a summary of the information the individual possesses; 

Answer to Number 2.2: See records furnished to the plaintiff and 
Rule 33 (c). Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; See objections. 


-5 - 
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Interrogatory: 

2. 3 Unless answered fully in response to parts 2. 1 and 2. 2 supra , 
the substance of the information. 

Answer to Number 2.3: Donald C. Alexander, a defendant in his 
official capacity as Commissioner, Internal Revenue Service, was 
informed of the pendency of the three investigations of the plaintiff, 
including the audit of plaintiff’s 1973 income tax return, but I have 
been informed he has no other personal knowledge. 

All of the records of the Internal Revenue Service pertaining to the 
plaintiff that could be located after a fair and reasonable search were 
used in the preparation of this answer to interrogatories. I believe 


the facts stated herein to be true. 



Acting Director, Disclosure Operations Division 

Internal Revenue Service 

1111 Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20224 


l <-7- ^ 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this £ day of December 1976. 
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OBJECTIONS 

' interrogatory: 

2.0 If the answer to any part of Interrogatory 1.0 
is affirmative* state with respect to such matter: 

2.2 The name* home and business address* and home 
and business telephone numbers* of every individual 
possessing information with respect to the item* with 
a summary of the information the individual possesses. 

Objection to No. 2.2. Defendant objects to Interro¬ 
gatory 2.2 insofar as it seeks information in addition to 
that provided in the above answer thereto. The ground for 
this^objection is that names of individuals who are fami¬ 
liar with the investigations referred to in the foregoing 
answers are identified in documents produced to plaintiff 
pursuant to previous Privacy Act and Freedom of Information 
Act requests or in documents produced pursuant to plain¬ 
tiff’s request for Production of Documents in this action. 

In light of the availability of this information to plain¬ 
tiff* it would be unduly burdensome to attempt to compile 
a list of all of the Internal Revenue Service employees who* 
as a part of their official duties* may have some knowledge 
of the investigations referred to in the above answers. De¬ 
fendant further objects to the production of the home ad¬ 
dresses and home telephone numbers of any of its employees 
as the disclosure of this information would violate the 
Privacy Act* 5 U.S.C. §552a* as amended* and regulations ap¬ 
pearing at 31 C.F.R. §1.24 and 5 C.F.R. §294.702* promulgated 
pursuant thereto. 

Respectfully submitted* 

REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 

' - 7 - . 
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EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA SCHRAIBMAN 

Attorneys, Department of Justi 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.¥. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Telephone Nos. (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 

Attorneys for defendants 
Alexander, Bush,.Kelley, 
Kissinger and Levi 


8 - 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this_day of December, 1976 

I served the foregoing Answer to First Interrogatories to 

Defendant Donald C. Alexander, Commissioner, Internal Revenue 

Service and Defendant Donald C. Alexander's Response to Plain- 

« 

tiff's First Request for Production of Documents by hand 
delivery, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esquire 
2005 L. Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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..... UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

Plaintiff, ) • .' '" V 

. ’ • ■ . • ; • . / ■ ) ' A . "• ■ • • ■ 

v. - . ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

' • '■ :;\ ■' •) .. •. / , .. .• ^ ... 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

Defendants. ) •" ’.'••• 

• / answer 

Defendant Richard G. Kleindienst, by his undersigned 
attorneys, hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the 
Complaint as follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff's 
characterization of this lawsuit as to which no answer is ... 
required. However, insofar as an answer may be deemed to be 
required, the allegation of this paragraph is denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth conclusions 

of law as to which no answer is required. However, insofar 
as an answer may be deemed to be required, the allegations 
are denied. The Court is respectfully referred to the 
various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two for the 
terms thereof. ! •• •• 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 

same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news- 

j ■ . .. • • ■. - . . 

paper columnist. , - , 

4. ; Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 

(c) , (d) , (e) , (h) , (i) , (j) , (k) , (u) , (v) , (w) , and (x) 









and that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to 
November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State since 
September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel 
to the President and, later. Assistant to the President fot 
Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph four 
,of the Complaint constitutes the plaintiff's characterization 

I . / . ■■ i' . .' 

of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by this 
defendant. ......... I 

; 5. Denied. . -V'V '■ 

6-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-21 of the Complaint and therefore- 
denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, by him in the acts alleged in paragraphs 6-21 of 
the Complaint. ■ • 

22. Denied. '" 

All allegations of the Complaint not hereinabove admitted 
denied or otherwise answered are hereby denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 1 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Defendant Richard G. Kleindienst is immune from suit 
and from personal liability for the acts alleged with respect 
to him by plaintiff's Complaint. 

THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 


- 2 - - .. 
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FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's action against this defendant is barred by 
the applicable statute of limitations. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Richard G. 
Kleindienst prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be 
given all such other and further relief as the Court may 
deem just and proper. 

i ‘ Respectfully submitted, 


REX E. LEE 

. Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January, 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. i 

1 1156 15th Street, N.W. | 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

j i • 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 
1 120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder/ Jr., Esq. 

Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
♦ 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suiije 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin / 

Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
s 1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. • 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

'i • . 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy , 

25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


I 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

, ; ' ) • • ; . ■ ’ 

Plaintiff, ) 

...... ) . ' " 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) .. , : . . ■ . 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , ) 

) • - • i <;'••••. /. 

Defendants. ) 

' ANSWER 

Defendant Egil Krogh, Jr., by his undersigned attorneys, 
hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint 
as follows: 

1. Paragraph.one of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff' 
characterization of this lawsuit as to which no answer is 
required. However, insofar as an answer may be deemed to be 
required, the allegation of this paragraph is denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth conclusions 
of law as to : which no answer is required. However, insofar 

as an answer may be deemed to be required, the allegations 
are denied. The Court is respectfully referred to the 
various statut'ory provisions cited in paragraph two for the 
terms thereof.! . * • . * 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that he was Assistant Director of the 
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White House Domestic Council from before July 17, 1971 until 

February of 1973 and was co-director of the White House 

Special Investigations Unit from July 17, 1971 until mid- 

March, 1973, that defendant Young was co-director of the 

White House Special Investigation Unit and except to admit 

the allegations of subparagraphs (a), (c), (d), (e), (h), 

(i) , (j) , (r) , (s) , (t) , (u) ,, (v) , (w) , and (x) and that 

defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to November 3, 

1975 and has been Secretary of State since September 22, 1973 

and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel to the President 
\ ■ ' . 
and, later, Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs. 


The last sub-paragraph of paragraph four of the Complaint 
constitutes thle plaintiff's characterization of this lawsuit 
and, as such, requires no answer by this defendant. 

5. Denied. 

6-9. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-9 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, by him in the acts alleged in paragraphs 6-9 of 
the Complaint. 

10. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraph 10 of the Complaint, and therefore denies 
the same, except specifically to deny that he participated 
through a conspiracy or otherwise, in any unlawful activity 
with respect to plaintiff as alleged in paragraph 10 of the 
Complaint and except to admit that certain other defendants 
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organized a White House Special Investigations Unit which 
engaged the services of three individuals whom defendant 
subsequently learned were Bernard Barker, Eugenio Martinez 
and Felixe diDiego and whose members included defendant 
Young, Hunt, Liddy and the answering defendant, to investi¬ 
gate and prevent the unlawful dissemination of classified 
information; that said unit did carry out one entry later 

■ i . / • • "'I 

determined by a court to be unlawful; that the Central 

- ' ■ ■ : ' ' ' •• i 

Intelligence Agency, on occasion, provided defendant Hunt 
with certain requested items; and that defendant Ehrlichman 
instructed the Special Investigations Unit to learn who 
within the government had provided plaintiff with certain^. _ ...... 

classified information plaintiff had published. 

11-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to jform a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraphs 11-21 of the Complaint and therefore denies 
the same, except specifically to deny any personal knowledge 
of or participation, by a conspiracy or otherwise* in the 
matters alleged in paragraphs 11-21 of the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 

All allegations of the Complaint not hereinabove admitted 
denied or otherwise answered are hereby denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Defendant Egil Krogh, Jr., is immune from suit and from 
personal liability for the acts alleged with respect to him 
by plaintiff's Complaint. 

- 3 - . " u . 
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THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. .... ! 

• FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's action against this defendant is barred by 
the applicable statute of limitations. WHEREFORE, having 
fully answered, defendant Egil Krogh, Jr., prays that the 
relief requested by plaintiff be denied, that this be dismissed 
and that he be given all such other and further relief as 
the Court may keem just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted. 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

-William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 ; „' 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

■ Charles A. McNelis 
Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 
120 Linden Avenue 
Long Beach, California 90801 


William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 
Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 


Plato Cacheris, Esq. 
Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 
Suite 205 

17091 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725’ K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

■'John J. Caulfield, Esq. _.. . 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 

i - 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

' / 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) - :•* 

.. ft ■ •) ' ; ' - ft::-' ' ' / . i 

Plaintiff, ) 

• ) . 

v. % ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

■ • • ' * ) ' . • ■ 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , ) ' . . . 

Defendants. ..) 

' : •• ' ; - •• >*t ANSWER ft ' ■ ■ ; " 

Defendant George Bush, Director of Central Intelligence, 
by his undersigned attorneys, hereby admits, denies and 

avers in answer to the Complaint as follows: 

i - ■ ' 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 
tiffs characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 

I 

answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth con¬ 
clusions of law as to which no answer is required. However, 
insofar as an answer may be deemed to be required, the 
allegations are denied. The Court is respecfully referred 
to the various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two 
for the terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 

. - i ■ •• .■ ■ 

of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated newspaper 
columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 

’ • V ' ■ 

' ' . . • . ’ *■’ ’ • ■ : V ' ’ '3 ' ' ' : • ' ‘ • • • - • i 
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Same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs 
(a), (c), (d), (e), (h), (i), (j), (u), (v), (w), and (x) 

and except to admit that defendant Kissinger was Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs from January 
20, 1969 to November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of 
State since September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman 
was Counsel to the President and, later. Assistant to the 
President for Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of 

! • i 

paragraph four of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff's 
characterization of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no 
answer by this defendant. 

5. Denied. 

6-14. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-14 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except to admit that the CIA, at the request 
of defendant Ehrlichman, provided defendant Hunt with certain 
materials and except to specifically deny that the provision 
of said materials was unlawful or is related to plaintiff or 
the other allegations of plaintiff's Complaint and to deny 
any personal knowledge of or any other participation by 
employees of the Central Intelligence Agency, through a 
conspiracy or otherwise, in the matters alleged in paragraphs 
6-14 of the Complaint. 

15. Denied, except to admit that agents of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, during the period from February 15, 

1972 to April 12, 1972, conducted a physical surveillance, 
including occasional photographic coverage, of plaintiff who 
was assigned code names "Brandy" and later his associates Britton 
Hume who was assigned the code name "Eggnog", Leslie 
Whitten who was assigned the code name "Cordial", and Joseph 
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Spear who was assigned the code name "Champagne" and that 
this physical surveillance and photographic coverage from 
time to time incidentally included Opal Ginn and members of 
plaintiff 1 s family. ' 

16. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraph 16 of the Complaint and therefore denies 
the same except to specifically deny that the physical 
surveillance referred to in defendant's response to para¬ 
graph 15 of the Complaint, supra , was pursuant to an effort, 
plan or scheme to attempt to discredit plaintiff and to 
destroy his reputation for truth, veracity,and accuracy. 

17-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 17-21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him or employees of the 
Central Intelligence agency in the matters alleged in 
paragraphs 17-21 of the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Insofar as plaintiff seeks equitable relief, the 
Complaint does not present a justiciable case or controversy 
because it is moot. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's claim for equitable relief is barred by 
laches. 
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WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant George Bush 
prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be denied, that 
this action be dismissed, and that he be given all such 
other and further relief as the Court may deem just and 
proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE . 

I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January, 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

■William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 // 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

[ 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder,- Jr., Esq. 

\ Thomas W.: Coons, Esq. 

Oberl, Grimes & . Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

17091 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 * 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz r ; - 

.. 1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. .. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson V: ; 

815 15th Street, N.W. 

’J Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
' 122 East 42nd Street 

New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 

Star Route i 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

. ) : . 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

) . 

Defendants. ) ' •' 

ANSWER 

Defendant Charles N. Colson, by his undersigned attorneys, 
hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint 
as follows: 

1. Paragraph-one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 

tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 
answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. j . 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth conclusions 
of law as to which no answer is required. However, insofar 

as an answer may be deemed to be required, the allegations 
are denied. The Court is respectfully referred to the 
various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two for the 
terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf- 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 

(c) , (d) , (e) , (g) , (h) , (i) , (j), (k) , (m) , (n) , (u) , (v) , 
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stages. 
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(w) and (x) and that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to 
the President for National Security Affairs from January 20, 
1969 to November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State 
since September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman-was 
Counsel to to the President and, later, Assistant to the 
President for Domestic Affairs, and that defendants Krogh, 
Young and Liddy were members of the White House Special 
Investigations Unit. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 
four of the Complaint constitutes the plaintiff's characterize 
tion of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by 
this defendant. 

\ % •' 

5. Denied. 

6-8. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 6-8 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him in the matters alleged 
in paragraphs 6-8 of the Complaint. 

9. Denied, except to admit that under defendant's 
supervision, lists of persons who were believed to be either 
friendly or unfriendly to the incumbent administration were 
prepared for the purpose of assisting in the determination 

9 f 

of those who should or should not be invited to certain 

White House functions and that plaintiff was on one or more 

| - 

of those lists. 

10. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraph 10 of the Complaint, and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny that he organized 
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or was a member or supervisor of the White House Special 
Investigations Unit and except to admit that certain other 
defendants in this action and others organized a Special 
Investigations Unit:in order to investigate and prevent 
the unlawful disclosure of classified information and that 
defendant Young caused wiretaps to be placed on Charles 
Radford, an enlisted man in the U.S. Navy on the staff of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff who was suspected of having unlawfully 
disclosed classified information published by plaintiff, and 
certain of Radford's associates-but-not on plaintiff. 

11-15. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 11-15 of the Complaint, and therefore 

denies the samje, except specifically to deny any participation 

} • ' 

by him, through a conspiracy or otherwise, in the matters 

alleged in paragraphs 11-15 of the Complaint. 

16. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of. the matters, 
alleged in paragraph 16 of the Complaint, and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny, any personal 
knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, in the matters alleged in this paragraph and 
except to admit that agents of the Internal Security Division 
of the Department of Justice interviewed witnesses and 
cooperated with Intertel, the Republican National Committee, 
and the Committee to Re-elect the President in investigating 
the authenticity of the memorandum referred to in paragraph 
16 of the Complaint and except to admit that a photograph of 
said Dita Beard and plaintiff's Secretary was delivered, to 
Senator Marlow W. Cook to be used and which was used at 
Senate Judiciary Committee hearings. 
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Denied, except to admit that defendant relayed to 
defendant Dean a report that plaintiff had been paid $100,000, 
by the Cuban dictator Battista to write complimentary articles 

t & -si .**5.- V^f - ■- ■— ,v~ Ct*: i tx. — , • -s _v , >■«. —» 

about Battista. , 

18-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 18-21 of the Complaint and therefore 

V ■ ' ' i . :v 

denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 

knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy'or 
otherwise, by him in the acts alleged in paragraphs 18-21 of 
the Complaint. 

22. Denied. i 

All allegations of the Complaint not hereinabove admitted 
denied or otherwise answered are hereby denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE / 

Defendant Charles N. Colson is immune from suit and 
from personal liability for the acts alleged with respect to 
him by plaintiff's Complaint. ; 

THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. 
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FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's action against this defendant is barred by 
the applicable statute of limitations. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Charles N. 
Colson prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be given 
all such other and further relief as the Court may deem just 

! . ... I 

and proper. 

I' i 

Respectfully submitted, 

REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January 


1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 
mailing, postage prepaid, to: ~ 


*William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 



William A. Snyder/ Jr., Esq. 
Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 


Plato Cacheris, Esq. 
Hundjley & Cacheris, P.C. 
Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 




Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 
Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 


John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

\414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 



ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

’ , / ' '• . 

Plaintiff, ) 

; ' 

v. * ' ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

• • ' - . ' .*• ' ) ■ ' ' \ • 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , ) 

)■ . • 1 •,' • , 

Defendants. ) 

ANSWER 

Defendant Clarence M. Kelley, Director, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, by his undersigned attorneys, hereby 
admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint as 
follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 
tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 

I ■’ ' • '. 

answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 

deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 

denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth con¬ 
clusions of law as to which no answer is required. However, 
insofar as an answer may be deemed to be required, the 
allegations are denied. The Court is respecfully referred 
to the various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two 
for the terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three, of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
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of, paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (aj, 

(c) , (d) , (e) , (h) , (i) , (j), (u) , (v) , (w) and (x) and that 

defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to November 3, 
1975 and has been Secretary of State since September 22, 

1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel to the Presi¬ 
dent and, later. Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph four of the 
Complaint constitutes plaintiff's characterization of this 
lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by this defendant. 

5. Denied. 

6-9. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-9 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him or by the employees of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation in the matters alleged 
in paragraphs 6-9 of the Complaint. 

10. Defendant is without knowledge or information >' 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraph ten of the Complaint and therefore denies 
the same, except specifically to deny any unlawful conduct 
on the part of the Federal Bureau of Investigation as alleged 
in paragraph ten and except to admit that in December of 
1971 plaintiff published in his newspaper column stories 
wherein disclosures were made of highly classified national 
security information, that at the request of defendant 
Mitchell, then Attorney General of the United States, electronic 
surveillance was initiated on the residential telephone of 
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Charles Edward Radford, II, Navy Yeoman, First Class, assigned 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff who was then believed to have 
unlawfully disclosed classified information contained in 
plaintiff's December column; that additional electronic 
surveillance was established by the Bureau on Radford and 
certain other individuals —but not on plaintiff — relative 
to the unlawful disclosures of classified information at the 
request of defendant Mitchell or defendant Young who assured 
that defendant Mitchell concurred in the request. 

11. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraph'll of the Complaint, and therefore denies 
the same, except specifically to deny any personal knowledge 
of or participation b.y employees of the FBI in the matters 
alleged in paragraph 11. 

12. Denied, except to admit that at the request of the 
United States Attorney, Alexandria, Virginia, and the Criminal 
Division of the Department of -Justice, the FBI instituted a 
preliminary Interception of Communications investigation . 
looking into the alleged bugging and tape recording of 
meetings held in October, 1970, at the Office of Information 
for the Armed Forces, Department of Defense, located at the 
Pomponio Building, Rosslyn, Virginia; that plaintiff on 
December 21-26, 1970, wrote news column articles reporting 
information apparently obtained from the tapes of these 
meetings; that the preliminary inquiry developed Eugene C. 
Smith, then an employee of the Armed Forces Radio-TV Service, 
as a logical suspect; that after consultation with the 
Criminal Division of the Department of Justice, United 
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States Attorney Brian P. Gettings, Eastern District of 
Virginia, subpoenaed several witnesses before the Grand 
Jury, Norfolk, Virginia, including Smith; that after hearing 
testimony, the Grand Jury did not return an indictment 
and thereafter the FBI investigation was concluded when the 
United States Attorney advised he contemplated no further 
action in this matter. .; \ 

13-17. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 13-17 of the Complaint, and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, by any employee of the FBI in the matters alleged 
in paragraphs 13-17. 

i " ' •' . 

18. Denied, except to admit that in December, 1972, 

i ‘ ' ■ . 

plaintiff and ijiis associates published articles which in¬ 
cluded information obtained from documents stolen from the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs' (BIA) Building, Washington, D.C.; 
that on January 19, 1973, information was received by the 
FBI that certain of said documents would be sold to plaintiff; 
that on January 30, 1973, three cartons believed to be 
containing stolen BIA documents were transported to the 
Washington, D.C., area for delivery to plaintiff; that on 
January 30, 1973, facts in this matter were presented to an 
Assistant United States Attorney, Washington, D.C., who, due 
to exigent circumstances, authorized the arres,t of several 
persons including any representative of plaintiff for violation 
of Title 18, United States Code (USC), Section 641 and 2070, 
in the event the stolen documents were turned over to such a 
representative; that on January 31, 1973, plaintiff's associate 
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Whitten was arrested for possession of stolen Government... 
property as he carried a box containing stolen BIA documents 
from an apartment building -toward his automobile; that 
pursuant to subpoenas issued by a federal Grand Jury sitting 
in the District of Columbia, FBI agents obtained telephone 
toll records of plaintiff and Leslie H. Whitten and attempted 
to interview and did interview some of the persons whose 
telephone numbers appeared in said records; that the Department 
of Justice sought an indictment of Mr. Whitten, for unlawfully 
possessing stolen documents and that the Grand Jury did not 
indict Mr. Whitten, that thereafter certain interviews were 
conducted pursuant to that investigation; that on or about 
February 15, 1973, a complaint charging Whitten with violation 
of Title 18, USC, Section 641, was dismissed after the Grand 


Jury, United States District Court, District of Columbia, 
returned a "no bill" after hearing evidence in this matter. 

19-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 19-21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him or employees of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation in the matters alleged in 
paragraphs 19-21 of the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 


FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 


The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Insofar as plaintiff seeks equitable relief, the Complaint 
does not present a justiciable case or controversy because 
it is moot. 
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FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 


Plaintiff's claim for equitable relief is barred by 
laches. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Clarence M. 
Kelley prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be given 

all such other and further relief as the Court may deem just 

1 ■ ' / ■■ . - ... • ' i ■ . • ■ , 

and proper. 

! . • ' ■ i 

Respectfully submitted, 

i • ' ' ‘ ’ - ’ • • ■ 

{ ‘ ' ... . • 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


. ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 


Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709}New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

r 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin . 

Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
^ 1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. .Vyv . 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young,.Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. . 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 



! 





ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

. / 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ; • T---''.' 

JACK N. ANDERSON,' ) 

Plaintiff, ) - . 

) ... ' ' 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

• : ■. ; • '• 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ■ ) 

) ; ■ / :■ , ■ . ■■■'. . ' ■■ 

Defendants. . ) 

ANSWER 

Defendant John W. Dean, III, by his undersigned attorneys, 
hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint 

as follows: 

• ‘ ■ \ 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 
tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 
answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth con¬ 
clusions of law as to which no answer is required. However, 
insofar as an answer may be deemed to be required, the 
allegations of this paragraph are denied. The Court is 
respectfully referred to the various statutory provisions 
cited in paragraph two for the terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 

(c), (d), (e), (g), (h), (i), (j), (k), (1), (m) , (n), (u) , 

. Greenberg/Gray-4575 







(v), (w), and (x) and that defendant Kissinger was Assistant 

to the President for National Security Affairs from January 
20, 1969 to November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State 
since September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was 
Counsel to the President and, later. Assistant- to the President 
for Domestic Affairs, that defendant Caulfield was employed 
by defendant Ehrlichman to conduct investigations, that 
defendant Liddy was a member of the White House Special 
Investigations Unit and that defendant McCord was Security 
Coordinator for the Committee for the Re-Election of the 

President. The last sub-paragraph- of paragraph four of the 

\ 

Complaint constitutes the plaintiff's characterization of 
this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by this defendant 

5. Denied. - 

6-8. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-8 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him, through a conspiracy 
or otherwise, in the matters alleged in paragraphs 6-8 
of the Complaint. . 

9. Denied, except to admit that certain other defendants 
and others prepared or caused to be prepared lists of names 
of persons believed to be hostile to the incumbent admini¬ 
stration. Defendant specifically denies any participation by 
him in the acts alleged in paragraph nine. 

10-13. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 10-13 and therefore denies the same 
except specifically to deny any personal knowledge (except 

/ , ’ ... . ' V-; - 2 - 
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as hereinbelow admitted) of or partication by him, through a 
conspiracy or otherwise, in the matters alleged in para¬ 
graphs 10-13 of the Complaint, and except to admit that 
certain other defendants organized a White House Special 
Investigations Unit whose members included defendants Young, 
Hunt, Liddy and Krogh to investigate and prevent the unlawful 

dissemination of classified information. \ v 1 . 

. 1 . . . . ' ’ 1 ' ' ■ ' 

14-15. Defendant is without knowledge or information 

i 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 14-15 of the Complaint, and therefore 

denies the same, except to admit that he delivered informa- 

' 

tioh from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, consisting of 
newspaper and magazine clippings, to defendant Nixon on or 
about March 18, 1972. 

16. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph 16 of the Complaint, and therefore denies the 
same, except specifically to deny any personal knowledge of 
or participation by him in the matters alleged in paragraph 
16, and except to admit that certain other defendant(s) 
causes a photograph of Opal Ginn, plaintiff's Secretary, and 
Dita Beard to be delivered to Senator Marlow Cook, which 
photograph was introduced by him at Senate Judiciary Committee 
Hearings. 

17-18. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 17-18 of the Complaint, and therefore 
denies the same, except to specifically deny personal know¬ 
ledge of or participation by him, through a conspiracy 
or otherwise, in the matters alleged in paragraphs 17-18 of 
the Complaint. 
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19. Denied, except to admit that defendant was in¬ 
formed by defendant Magruder that he had instructed defendant 
Liddy to investigate certain public statements that plaintiff 
had attempted to influence a Maryland college to sell him 
waterfront property at a reduced price by helping the college 
illegally to obtain federal grants. i 

20-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 20 and 21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge or participation by him, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, in the matters alleged in paragraphs 20 and 21 of 
the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 


FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. ' 


_i_ SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Defendant John W. Dean, III, is immune from suit and 
from personal liability for the acts alleged with respect to 
him by plaintiff's Complaint. ; 


THIRD SEPARATE.DEFENSE 


This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's action for monetary damages is barred by 
the applicable statute of limitations. 
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WHEREFORE, having fully answered. Defendant John W. 
Dean, III prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be given 
all such other and further relief as the Court may deem just 
and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 

\ ■ • . 

\ 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

. I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January 

1977# I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

■William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 , , 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

• Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

17 091 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
• . ■ 1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
I. 815 15th Street, N.W. 

1 Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
' 122 East 42nd Street 

New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 

Oxford University ■ 

Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 

Star Route r 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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-= UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

vr FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) . 

) •' ' 

■ : Plaintiff, ) 

) ; 

v. ) v Civil Action No. 76-1794 

• • ■ )'•'. ' . * . 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) 

) ‘ . ■ 

Defendants. ) 

ANSWER 

Defendant Robert C. Mardian, by his undersigned attorneys 
hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint 
as follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint.constitutes plain¬ 
tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 
answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth conclusions 
of law as to which no answer is required. However, insofar 

as an answer may be deemed to be required, the allegations 
are denied. The Court is respectfully referred to the 
various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two for the 
terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 

(c) , (d) , (e) , (h) , (i) , (j), (k) , (u) , (v) , (w) , and (x) 
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and that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to 
November 3,^1975 and has been Secretary of State since 
September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel 
to the President and, later, Assistant to the President 
for Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 

four, of the Complaint constitutes the plaintiff's characteriza 

| • ■ i , , •. : 

tion of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by 

* ■ ' . . . j 

this defendant. 1 

5. Denied. 

6-15. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-15 of the Complaint and therefore 

denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 

I 

knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, by him in the acts alleged in paragraphs 6-15 of 
the Complaint. ; .. '•' 

16-21. Defendant is without knowledge or iniormation 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 16-21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him, through a conspiracy 
or otherwise in the matters alleged in paragraphs 16-21, 
other than as hereinbelow admitted, and except to admit that 
defendant, after being provided with a photograph of plaintiff 
Secretary, Opal Ginn, and Dita Beard together at a local 
hotel, asked an Attorney from the Internal Security Division 

of the Department of Justice to interview employees of the 

? 

hotel where the picture was taken and except to admit that 
the photograph was introduced by Senator Cook at Senate 
Judiciary Committee Hearings. 
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22. Denied 


All allegations of the Complaint not hereinabove admitted 
denied or otherwise answered are hereby denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE " • •- — •: 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

r 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE ! I 

i - , ' • i 

Defendant Robert C. Mardian is immune from suit and 
from personal liability for the acts alleged with respect to 
him by plaintiff's Complaint. - • 

THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 

of this action. , 

f ' r ; . 

' ■ FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiffs action against this defendant is barred by 
the applicable statute of limitations. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Robert C. 
Mardian prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be given 
all such other and further relief as the Court may deem just 
and proper. 

Respectfully submitted. 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 
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DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 


/ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


. I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January, 
1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 


mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

■William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1 1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

! 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 
s' 120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

• ; Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709jNew York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin / 

Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

' 414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 


i 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

V ■i%' : -'->v F0 R the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA • ; J;.-'' ''' 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) ' *'.• 

) • / • ’ 

Plaintiff, ) 

) • 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al. , ) 

• _ . • f . ) ■■ ' ■ 

Defendants. -) 

' • ANSWER 

Defendant Richard M. Helms, by his undersigned attorneys, 
hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint 
as follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 
tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 
answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth con¬ 
clusions of law as to which no answer is required. However, 
insofar as an answer may be deemed to be required, the 
allegations are denied. The Court is respecfully referred 
to the various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two 
for the terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
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of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 

(c), (d) , (e) , (h), (i), (j), (u) , (v) , (w) and (x) and that 

defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to November 
3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State since September 22, 

1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel to the Presi¬ 
dent and, later, Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph four of the 
Complaint constitutes plaintiff's characterization of this 
lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by this defendant. 

5. Denied. 

6-14. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-14 of the Complaint and therefore 

i 

denies the same, except to admit that the CIA, at the request 
of defendant Ehrlichman, provided defendant Hunt with certain 
materials and except to specifically deny that the provision 
of said materials was unlawful or was related to plaintiff 
or any other allegation of this Complaint and to deny any 
other personal knowledge of or participation by him, through 
a conspiracy or otherwise, in the matters alleged in paragraphs 
6-14 of the Complaint. 

15. Denied, except to admit that agents of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, during the period from February 15, 

1972 to April 12, 1972, conducted a physical surveillance, 
including occasional photographic coverage, of plaintiff, 
who was assigned code names "Celotex", Mudhen" and Brandy”, 
and later his associates Britton Hume who was assigned the 
code name "Eggnog", Leslie Whitten who was assigned the code 
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name "Cordial", and Joseph Spear who was assigned the code 
name "Champagne" and that this physical surveillance and 
photographic coverage from time to time incidentally included 
Opal Ginn who was assigned the code name "Sherry" and members 
of plaintiff's family. 

16. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraph 16 of the Complaint and therefore denies 
the same except to specifically deny that the physical 
surveillance referred to in defendant's response to para¬ 
graph 15 of the Complaint, supra , was pursuant to an effort, 
plan or scheme to attempt to discredit plaintiff and to 
destroy his reputation for truth, veracity and accuracy. 

17-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 17-21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him through a conspiracy 
or otherwise in the matters alleged in paragraphs 17-21 of 
the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 

All allegations of the Complaint not hereinabove admitted 
denied or otherwise answered are hereby denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. / 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Defendant Richard M. Helms is immune from suit and 
from personal liability for the acts alleged with respect 
to him by plaintiff's Complaint. 
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THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE 


This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. 

* j '. 

iWHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Richard M. 

i , : I 

Helms prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be denied, 

, . I . . 

that this action be dismissed, and that he be given all such 
other and further relief as the Court may deem just and 
proper. ! /.'•. . . 

Respectfully submitted, 

REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 

** . 

I. . EARL J. SILBERT 

United States Attorney 

DAVID J. ANDERSON _— 

ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 

JOHN BARG “ 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 i 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

' ' Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

'“John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

\ 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 



ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

, / 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT: 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Plaintiff, 

v . 

RICHARD M, NIXON, et al., 

Defendants. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

) • 

) ' ' . ' 

) ■ : 


ANSWER 



Defendant L. Patrick Gray, by his undersigned attorneys, 
hereby admits, denies and avers in answer to the Complaint 
as follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff's 
characterization of this lawsuit as to which no answer is 
required. However, insofar as an answer may be deemed to be 
required, the allegation of this paragraph is denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth conclusions 
of law as to which no answer is required. However, insofar 

as an answer may be deemed to be required, the allegations 
are denied. The Court is respectfully referred to the 
various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two for the 
terms thereof. ' - 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 

(c), (d), (e) , (h) , (i), (j), (u) , (v) , (w) , and (x) and 
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that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to 
November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State since 
September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was 
Counsel to the President and later. Assistant to the 
President for Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of 

paragraph four of the Complaint constitutes the plaintiff's 

! r . ; • •' ' i 

characterization of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no 

< ^ ' ‘ 

answer by this defendant. J 

5. Denied. . ' T. ■ / V,-...’ V+,. -* " 

6-17. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-17 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation, through a conspiracy or 
otherwise, by him in the acts alleged in paragraphs 6-17 of 
the Complaint. 

18. Denied, except to admit that in December, 1972, 
plaintiff and his associates published articles which included 
information obtained from documents stolen from the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs (BIA) Building, Washington, D.C., that 
on January 31, 1973, agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
arrested Leslie H. Whitten, that pursuant to subpoenas 
issued by a federal Grand Jury sitting in the District of 
Columbia, FBI agents obtained telephone toll records of the 
plaintiff and Leslie H. Whitten, that agents attempted to 
interview and did interview some of the persons whose tele¬ 
phone numbers appeared in said telephone toll records, that 
the Department of Justice sought an indictment of Mr. Whitten 
for unlawfully possessing stolen documents and that the 
Grand Jury did not indict Mr. Whitten. 
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19-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 19-21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him, through a conspiracy 
or otherwise, in the matters alleged in paragraphs 19-21 of 
the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 

All allegations of the.Complaint not hereinabove admitted 
denied or otherwise answered are hereby denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Defendant L. Patrick Gray is immune from suit and from 
personal liability for the acts alleged with respect to him 
by plaintiff's Complaint. 

- -.- THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE . 

This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s action against this defendant is barred by 
the applicable statute of limitations. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant L. Patrick 
Gray prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be denied, 
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that this action be dismissed, and that he be given all 
such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and 
proper. ' ■ •• '. f ' 

Respectfully submitted, 





REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
—10th & Constitution Ave. , N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

. I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January, 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 . . 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

- Charles A. McNelis 
Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 
120 Linden Avenue 
Long Beach, California 90801 

, William A. Snyder; Jr., Esq. 

\ Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 

. Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
, 1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
l 815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz . 

Star Route i 

Hadley, New York 12835 1 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) 

) 

) • . .< . 

) V • : . ' • " ' 

ANSWER : 

Defendant Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State, by 
his undersigned attorneys, hereby admits, denies and avers 
in answer to the “Complaint as follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 
tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 
answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. 

' „ I . 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth con¬ 
clusions of law as to which no answer is required. However, 
insofar as an answer may be deemed to be required, the 
allegations are denied. The Court is respecfully referred 
to the various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two 
for the terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
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JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 

Defendants. 








saro,e, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs 
(a) , (c) , (d) , (e) , (h) , (i) , (j), (u) , (v) , (w) , and (x) 

and that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to 
November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State since 
September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel 

to the President and, later, Assistant to the President 

'. . i . • ( . r - . 

for Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 

four of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff's characterization 

; ■ ?! ■ ■■- 

of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by this 
defendant. 

5. Denied. ' 

6-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-21 of the Complaint and therefore 

i . ; • ' 

denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him or by the employees of 
the Department of State, through a conspiracy or otherwise 
in the matters alleged in paragraphs 6-21 of the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Insofar as plaintiff seeks equitable relief, the Complaint 
does not present a justiciable case or controversy because 
it is moot. 

THIRD SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Defendant Henry A. Kissinger is immune from suit and 
from personal liability for the acts alleged with respect 
to him by plaintiff's Complaint. 

FOURTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of this action. . . . 
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. . FIFTH SEPARATE DEFENSE 

This Court lacks personal jurisdiction over this de¬ 
fendant due to insufficiency of service of process. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's claim for equitable relief is barred by 
laches. 

1 ; 

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's action for monetary damages against this 
defendant is barred by the applicable statute of limitations. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Henry A. 
Kissinger prays that the relief requested by plaintiff-be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be 
given all such other and further relief as the Court may 
deem just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted. 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify, that on this 17th day of January 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

^William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. i 

I 1156 15th Street, N.W. . i 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

! i 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 
■ 1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709|New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin / 

Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 * 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 

• Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz ' 

Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 



ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

. FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) . 

- - > 

Plaintiff, ) 

v. ) Civil Action No. 76-1794 

) ' 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., ) i 

Defendants. ) . , 

- ' i ■ ANSWER ■ ■ ’ 

■ Defendant Donald C. Alexander, Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue, by his undersigned attorneys, hereby admits, 
denies and avers in answer to the Complaint as follows: 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff' 
characterization of this lawsuit as to which no answer is 
required. However, insofar as an answer may be deemed to be 
required, the allegation of this paragraph is denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth conclusions 

i 

i 

of law as to which no answer is required. However, insofar 
as an answer may be deemed to be required, the allegations 
are denied. The Court is respecfully referred to the various 
statutory provisions cited in paragraph two for the terms 
thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 

4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 

ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit the allegations of subparagraphs (a), 
(c), (d) , (e) , (h) , (i), (j), (u) , (v) , (w) , and (x) and 
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except to admit that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to 
the President for National Security Affairs from January 20, 
1969 to November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State 
since September 22, 1973, and that defendant Ehrlichman was 
Counsel to the President and, later, Assistant to the Presi¬ 
dent for Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of para¬ 
graph four of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff's characteri¬ 
zation of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by 
this defendant. 

5. Denied. 

6-20. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraphs 6-20 of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to specifically deny any personal knowledge of 
or participation by him or by the employees of the Internal 
Revenue Service, through a conspiracy or otherwise, in the 
matters alleged in paragraphs 6-20 of the.Complaint. 

21. Denied, except to admit that the Internal Revenue 
Service audited plaintiff's 1973 income tax return. 

22. Denied. 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE >■ 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Insofar as plaintiff seeks equitable relief, the Complaint 
does not present a justiciable case or controversy because 
it is moot. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's claim for equitable relief is barred by 
laches. 
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.WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Donald C. 
Alexander prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be 
denied, that this action be dismissed, and that he be 
given all such other and further relief as the Court may 
deem just and proper. •; 

Respectfully submitted, 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 

. ■ ' 

JOHN BARG 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
10th & Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 


- 3 - 


• Greenberg/Gray-4607 




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January, 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

"William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 . 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

■ Charles A. McNelis 
Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 
120 Linden Avenue 
Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

I 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickier. Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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David R. Young, Jr., Esq. 

Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 

"John J. Caulfield, Esq. 

5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12835 

E. Howard Hunt 
Federal Prison Camp 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542 

G. Gordon Liddy 

25106 Pembroke Station 

Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

James W. McCord, Jr. 

414 Hungerford Drive 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 





ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, 

-—•>».«- plaintiff, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, et al., 

Defendants. 

1 ’ : 

' , ANSWER ! 

Defendant Edward H. Levi, Attorney General of the 
United States, by his undersigned attorneys, hereby admits, 
denies and avers in answer to the Complaint on behalf of 
the Bureaus, Offices and Divisions of the Department of 
Justice other than the Federal Bureau of Investigation, on 
behalf of which Defendant Kelley answers herewith, as follows 

1. Paragraph one of the Complaint constitutes plain¬ 
tiff's characterization of this lawsuit as to which no 

I. 

answer is required. However, insofar as an answer may be 
deemed to be required, the allegation of this paragraph is 
denied. 

2. Paragraph two of the Complaint sets forth con¬ 
clusions of law as to which no answer is required. However, 
insofar as an answer may be deemed to be required, the 
allegations are denied. The Court is respecfully referred 
to the various statutory provisions cited in paragraph two 
for the terms thereof. 

3. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 
ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph three of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that plaintiff is a syndicated news¬ 
paper columnist. 


.) , ‘ 

) 

) 

) Civil Action No. 76-1794 
) 

) 

) 
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4. Defendant is without knowledge or information suf¬ 

ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations 
of paragraph-four of the Complaint and therefore denies the 
same, except to admit that the allegations of subparagraphs 
(a), (c) , (d) , (e) , (h) , (i), (j), (u) , (v) , (w) , (x) and 

that defendant Kissinger was Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to 

I 

November 3, 1975 and has been Secretary of State since 

! 

September 22, 1973 and that defendant Ehrlichman was Counsel 
to the President and, later, Assistant to the President 
for Domestic Affairs. The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 
four of the Complaint constitutes plaintiff's characterization 
of this lawsuit and, as such, requires no answer by this 
defendant. 

5. Denied. 

6-11. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 6-11 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except to specifically deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him or by the employees of 
the Department of Justice in the matters alleged in para¬ 
graphs 6-11 of the Complaint. 

12. Denied, except to admit that an individual named 
Eugene Smith, who was suspected to have unlawfully disclosed 
classified information which was published by plaintiff, 
was subpoenaed to testify before a Grand Jury in Norfolk, 
Virginia. 

13-17. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the matters 
alleged in paragraphs 13-17 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same. 

18. Denied, except to admit that on January 31, 1973, 
agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation arrested 
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Leslie H. Whitten, that pursuant to subpoenas issued by a 
federal Grand Jury sitting in the District of Columbia, 

FBI agents .obtained telephone toll records of plaintiff and 
certain of his associates, that agents attempted to interview 
some of the persons whose telephone numbers appeared in said 
telephone records, that the Department of Justice sought an 
indictment of Mr. Whitten for unlawfully possessing stolen 
documents and that the Grand Jury did not indict Mr. Whitten. 

J . - i 

19-21. Defendant is without knowledge or information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega¬ 
tions of paragraphs 19-21 of the Complaint and therefore 
denies the same, except specifically to deny any personal 
knowledge of or participation by him or employees of the 
Department of Justice in the matters alleged in paragraphs 
19-21 of the Complaint. 

22. Denied. 

I : 

FIRST SEPARATE DEFENSE 

The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. . 

i SECOND SEPARATE DEFENSE 

Insofar as plaintiff seeks equitable relief, the Complaint 
does not present a justiciable case or controversy because 
it is moot. 

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 

Plaintiff's claim for equitable relief is barred by 
laches. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, defendant Edward H. 

Levi prays that the relief requested by plaintiff be denied. 
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that this action be dismissed, and that he be given all such 
other and further relief as the Court may deem just and 
proper. 

Respectfully submitted. 


REX E. LEE 

Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


SANDRA M. SCHRAIBMAN 


JOHN BARG 

..Attorneys, Department of Justic 
10th & Constitution Ave;, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Tele: (202)739-3385 

(202)739-3350 
(202)739-4189 

Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

— ..!■ ■■ I ■ ■ .... ■ ... - ■ ■ ■ . - _ 

. I hereby certify that on this 17th day of January 

1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Answer, by 

mailing, postage prepaid, to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 

2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

1156 15th Street, N.W. . v 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esq. 

' Thomas W. Coons, Esq. 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esq. 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. 

Suite 205 >;v 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esq. 

Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 .'^y. 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20037 

5 ’ i . - 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esq. 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esq. 

Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 

Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
: 815 15th Street, N.W. 

' Washington, D.C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 
c/o Atheneum Press 
122 East 42nd Street 
New York, New York 10017 
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UNITED STATES 

DISTRICT COURT 


FOR THE 


DISTRICT 

OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. 

ANDERSON, 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) CIVIL ACTION NO 

) 

) 76-1794 

) 

) 

) 


Plaintiffs, 


V. 

RICHARD 

G t ct I„ f 

M. NIXON, 


Defendants. 


DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS OR, 

IN THE ALTERNATIVE, FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 


Defendants Donald C. Alexander, Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue; Griffin B. Bell, Attorney General of the 
United States; Clarence M. Kelley, Director, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; Stans.fi.eld Turner, Director of 
Central Intelligence; and Cyrus R. Vance, Secretary of 
State, hereby move this Court pursuant to Rules 12(b)(6) 
and 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss 
this action or, in the alternative, for summary judgment. 
The grounds for these alternative motions are that the 
complaint fails to state a claim upon which injunctive 
relief may be granted and that plaintiff's complaint as 
to these defendants is barred by laches. 

I 

Defendants Charles N. Colson; John W. Dean, III; 

L. Patrick Gray, III; Richard Helms; Henry A. Kissinger; 


Richard 


Klsindis 


Egil Kro 


rrh 


^ t 


and Robert C, 


Mardian also move the Court pursuant to Rules 12(b) (6) 
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and 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss 

> i 

\ ! 

this action or, m the alternative, for summary judgment. 

! . \ 

The grounds for these alternative motions are that the 

complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may 

! ' 

be granted as to these defendants and the complaint as to 
these defendants is barred by the applicable statute of 
limitations. Defendants Colson, Dean, Gray, Helms, 

, j 

Kleindienst, Krogh, and Mardian move pursuant to F.R. Civ. 

I 

P„ 12(b)(2) to dismiss this action on the additional ground 
that this Court lacks jurisdiction over the person of these 

i 

defendants due to insufficiency of service of process. 

j ; • t 

In support of these alternative motions the Court is 

respectfully referred to Plaintiff's Answers to Inter- 

i 

rogcitories dated January 21, 1977, Plaintiff's Response 
to Requests for Admissions, dated February 9, 1977 and the 
Local Rule 1-9 (gj Statement and the Points and Authorities 
filed herewith. j 

Respectfully submitted, 


BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 

j 

{ 



ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 

1 

i 

- 


JOHN BARG 




SANDRA SCHRAIB'MAN 


Attorneys, Department of "Justice- 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N« 
Washington, D. C. 20530 
Telephone: 202-739-3385 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 

'DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA | 


JACK N. ANDERSON, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

RICHARD M. NIXON, 
et al., 

Defendants. 


\ 




CIVIL ACTION NO. 
76-1794 


DEFENDANTS' STATEMENT PURSUANT TO 
LOCAL RULE 1-9(h) OF MATERIAL FACTS 
AS TO WHICH THERE IS NO GENUINE ISSUE 


Defendants Donald C. Alexander, Griffin B. Bell, 
Clarence M. Kelley, Stansfi.eld Turner, Cyrus R. Vance, 
Charles N. Colson, John W. Dean, III, L. Patrick Gray, III 
Henry A. Kissinger, Richard G. Kleindienst, Egil Krogh, Jr 
and Robert C. Mardian, hereby submit their Statement of 
Material Facts As to Which There Is No Genuine Issue in 
this case: 

(1) Plaintiff knew each material alleged fact upon 

which the allegations of paragraph 10 of the complaint are 
based at least as early as July, 1973. [Plaintiff's 
Answers to Interrogatories (hereinafter - "Int. Ans.") , 
Answer 3(b) and (c)]. , 

(2) . In an article appearing in Parade. Magazine 
on July 22, 1973, plaintiff wrote: 

i 

“In 1971, the President formed 
his private Plumbers Squad including 
G. Gordon Liddy and E. Howard Hunt, 
to plug news leaks, among them my 
India-Pakistan columns. They con- 
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eluded mistakenly that the source 
was located on Henry Kissinger's , 

staff. Innocent staffers were yanked 
from behind their desks and dragged / 
to polygraph machines, although it . . 

. • . was the White House, not my sources, 

! doing the lying about Pakistan." 

[Plaintiff's Response to Requests for Admissions (hereinafter 

"Adm."), Exh. 0]. 

(3) Plaintiff knew each fact xipon which he bases his 
allegation of FBI investigation of his "sources" in para¬ 
graph 12 of the complaint before September 27, 1973. 

[Int. Ans. 3]. . 

(4) Plaintiff knew each alleged fact upon which he 
bases his allegations concerning an alleged investigation 
by defendant McCord (Complaint, para. 13), at least as 
early as June, 1973. [Int. Ans. 9]. 

(5) Plaintiff knew in 1972 each material fact upon 

which he bases the following allegation: 

"In early 1972 defendants through 
the CIA, began and conducted until 
July 1972 an unlawful investigation, 
surveillance and interference with 
plaintiff and plaintiff's employees, 
with the purpose and intent of 
discoverying and punishing persons 
who were sources for plaintiff of 
information which plaintiff published 
but which defendants wished suppressed, 
with the further purpose and intent of 
preventing plaintiff from gathering 
information in the future and from 
publishing such information. [Complaint, 
paia. 15]. 

[Int. Ans. 12]. 

(6) Plaintiff knew each fact upon which he bases the 
allegations in paragraph 16 of the complaint concerning the 
investigation into the authenticity of the Dita Beard 
memorandum and the ensuing disclosure at the confirmation 


2 
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hearings of defendant. Kleindie'nst to be Attorney General,. 

. i - 

! r 

in March of 1972. [Int. Ans. 10 and 13(c); Adm., Exh. D]. 

{ (7) Each material fact upon which plaintiff relied in 

I ! 

making the allegations set forth in paragraph 6 of the 

I 

complaint and apparently realleged in paragraph 16 of the 
complaint concerning alleged investigations by defendants 
Ulasewicz and Caulfield were made public at least as early 

i 

as 1974. [Int. Ans. 13(a)]. Plaintiff knew or should 
have known each such fact prior to September 27, 1975. Id . 

t 

(8) Each fact upon which plaintiff bases his allegations 

i i 

of paragraph 19 of the complaint, apparently also alleged 

. i 

t 

in paragraph 16 of the complaint, was made public and was 
known by plaintiff in 1974. [Int. Ans. 13(d)]. 

(9) Plaintiff knew each fact upon which he bases his 
allegation of paragraph 17 of the complaint [the "Battista 
memorandum"] at least as early as July 1973. [Int. Ans. 

15]. ! ' ! 

.. i 

(10) Plaintiff knew each fact upon which he bases 

j \ 

the allegations of paragraph 18 of the complaint (the 
"BIA investigation") at least as early July, 1973. 

[Int. Ans. 16-18; Adm., Exh. F and I]. 

(11) No one of defendants Colson, Dean, Gray, Helms, 
Kleindienst, Krogh, or Mardian was a resident of the 
District of Columbia at any time he is purported to have 

been served with process in this action. [Complaint, 

j 

caption]. j . 
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| 412) No one of the defendants referred to in paragraph 

i 

i 

10,; supra ,, was served with .process within the District of 
Columbia. 

Respectfully submitted. 


BARBARA ALLEN BABCOCK 
Assistant Attorney General 


EARL J. SILBERT 
United States Attorney 


DAVID J. ANDERSON 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 


JOHN BARG 

i ; 

j . . ! 

i ■ 

/ SANDRA SCHRAIBMAN ' 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N. 
Washington, D. C. 20530 
Telephone: 202-739-3385 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JACK N. ANDERSON, . ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, ) 

et al., ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 


Civil /action 
No. 76-1794 


POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANTS' ALTERNATIVE MOTIONS TO 

DISMISS OR FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT . 

■ St atement Of The Case 

This action is based upon allegations that each of the 
twenty individual and five federal agency defendants, beginning 
more than six years ago and ending more than three years 
ago, engaged in a conspiracy to deprive plaintiff of certain 
of his constitutional rights. In furtherance of this conspiracy 
various of the defendants are alleged to have, inter alia , 
sought to learn whether "plaintiff had any connection with 
Democratic National Committee Chairman Lawrence O'Brien", 
placed wiretaps and other electronic surveillance upon 
persons who were not plaintiff's sources of information; 
questioned other persons who were not plaintiff's sources 
before a grand .jury; examined public, police and telephone 
records of plaintiff and his family and caused Department of 
Justice attorneys to interview witnesses and to give information 
to a Congressional Committee about plaintiff. In addition, 
this conspiracy allegedly resulted in the arrest of ,plaintiff's 
associate by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and 
the auditing of plaintiff's income tax return by the Internal 

• I ... 

Revenue Service (IRS). For acts such as these, plaintiff - 

claims that he is entitled $22,000,000 in damages, as well 
as injunctive relief. 

I 
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Plaintiff, who claims that the existence of this conspiracy 
and each of the overt acts allegedly undertaken in furtherance 
of the conspiracy were "fraudulently concealed" from him by 

the defendants, has recently responded to discovery inquiring 

! 

into the facts upon which the allegations of his complaint 

are based. Based upon those responses, which indicate 

plaintiff's knowledge of the material facts upon which his 

I . 

complaint is based, more than the limitations period prior 

1 

to the filing of this action, defendants Colson, Dean, Gray, 
Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krogh, and Mardian now move 
to dismiss this action because it is barred by the applicable 

! i 

statute of limitations; and defendants Alexander, Bell, 

! 

Kelley, Turner and Vance move to dismiss because plaintiff's 
claim for injunctive relief is barred by laches. Each of the 
13 above-mentioned defendants also moves to dismiss because 
plaintiff has alleged neither a present nor a threatened 
deprivation of any constitutional right. Finally, defendants 
Colson, Dean, Gray, Helms, Kleindienst, Krogh and Mardian 
move to dismiss because this court lacks personal jurisdiction • 

j j 

over them due to insufficency of service of process. 

- { STATEMENT OF FACTS 

■ I THE ALLEGATIONS OF THE COMPLAINT 
A. INTRODUCTION 

Because, as we more fully explain infra , the nature of 
plaintiff's lawsuit is in reality a number of separate 
alleged claims [based upon separate overt acts, separate 

1 V 

analysis of each overt act is necessary. Plaintiff's prolix 

i 

and extremely redundant complaint is an impediment to such 
an analysis. Whether the nature of the complaint is by 
design an attempt to enhance plaintiff's allegations of 
"conspiracy" is not important here. What is important—as 

^7l’he"”compi a £ n t~Tn this action should, therefore/ have'"been-.—~ - 

set forth in separate counts based upon each separate transaction 
or occurence. IF.R. Civ. P. 10(b). 
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plaintiff's discovery responses make clear—is that plaintiff 
is complaining about separate alleged occurences which he 
has no basis for alleging were connected to each other in a 
conspiracy. Therefore, we separately summarize‘the pertinent 
occurences and the underlying "facts"—including when plaintiff 
learned of those "facts"— as to each of the claims apparently 
raised, relying principally upon plaintiff's. Answers to 
Interrogatories (hereinafter "Int. Ans.") and plaintiff's 
Response to Defendants Requests for Admissions (hereinafter 
"Adra") . 

We then attempt to summarize the facts concerning 
plaintiff's discernible allegations against each of the 
moving defendants and the basis upon which plaintiff purports 
to link that defendant to a "conspiracy" and thereby to 
impose liability upon each defendant for each overt act 
alleged. 


B. AL LEGATIONS OF CONSPIRACY 
The heart of plaintiff's complaint is his allegation 
that each of the defendants participated in a conspiracy to 
deprive plaintiff of certain of his constitutional rights 
(Complaint, para. 5). The ensuing paragraphs of the complaint 
set forth overt acts allegedly undertaken pursuant to that 
conspiracy. While a few of these acts, alleged principally 
on information and belief, appear to be directed to plaintiff's 
claimed infringement of his rights to privacy, due process 
of law and to tie free from unlawful searches and seizures, 


most of the complaint is directed to plaintiff's "first amendment 

; 

claim that defendants conspired to (1) undermine his credibility 
and (2) interfere with plaintiff's "right" to obtain information 
not available t!o the public generally, through "sources". 


n 





- 3 ..---- 
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In defendant’s Interrogatories to Plaintiff, plaintiff 

was asked to enumerate each fact upon which he based each 

allegation of an overt act appearing to be addressed to any 

moving defendant and to state: \ 

. . . those facts upon which you [plaintiff] base 

your allegations that the overt acts were the 
product of the alleged conspiracy . . [Interroga¬ 
tories to Plaintiff, p 2.] 

In a separate interrogatory, plaintiff was also requested to 
"state with specificity each fact upon which you base your 
allegation (Complaint, para. 5)" that between July, 1969 and 
"sometime in 1974" defendants planned and participated in 
the alleged "conspiracy". Plaintiff's sole response to this 
latter inquiry was to incorporate by reference his other in¬ 
terrogatory answers. Those answers, however, state 
only the matters plaintiff relies upon in alleging that the 
overt acts occurred and identify some—often as few as one 
or two—of the defendants as the persons who allegedly took 
part in such acts. 

In paragraph five of the complaint, as amended, plain¬ 
tiff alleges that "plaintiff did not discover and with due 
diligence could not have discovered the existence of said 
conspiracy prior to February 19, 1974 . . However, in 

a column appearing in Parade magazine on July 22, 1973, 
plaintiff wrote: 

Shortly after President Nixon moved into the 
White House, he and I began to investigate one 
another. I became aware in 1970 that he was using 
lie detectors and grand jury subpoenas in an 
effort to find out who my sources were. [Adm., 

Exh. 0]. I 


- 4 - 
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Similar charges were made in plaintiff's column "The Washington 
Merry Go Round", dated October 17, 1372. There plaintiff 

stated: j - 

i 1 

j It is not surprising, therefore that the 

Nixon Administration doesn't like 
this column. So the President's dirty 
tricks department tried to play a 
few tricks on us. , | 

k k * * j 

f 

i 

In our case, the dirty tricks were 
pulled by political operatives and 
government gum shoes alike. Their 
objective, apparently, was two-fold: 

(1) to discredit the column by u ndermin ing 
our credi b ility, and (2) to shut~off~our ; 

sources . ~[Adm. , Exh. A] . [Emphasis added] 

. Again, in the opening paragraph of a Washington Merry-Go- 
Round column appearing in the Washington Post on February 7, 

1973, plaintiff stated: ‘ ; : 

• j i 

1 i 

The word has gone out from the 
White House to "nail" Jack Anderson 
and the 'Washington Post. This language 
was used, according to sources who 
heard it, by President Nixon's crewcut 
. Chief of Staff, H.R. (Bob) Haldeman. 

The sources are too sensitive ; 

to be identified, but they gave us 
details known only to the President's 
inner circle. [Adm., Exh. E]. 

C • THE INDIA-PAKISTAN "INVESTIGATIONS" 

Paragraph ten of plaintiff's complaint alleges that after 
plaintiff's December 13, 1971 newspaper column "which disclosed 
conversations between [former President] Nixon and defendant 
Kissinger and other officials at the White House" (Int. Ansi, 
3(c)), "defendants" ordered the White House Special Investi¬ 
gations Unit ("the Plumbers") and "agencies of government" to 

i 

investigate plaintiff and others to learn plaintiff's sources. 
The basis for these allegations are a May 22, 1973 speech by 
former President Nixon, Senate Watergate Committee hearings in 

- - 5 - - ---- 
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June and July of 1973,. and a December 10, 1973 New York Times 
article. 

Plaintiff’s interrogatory answers state in 1974 he 
learned the additional "fact" that wiretaps were used in 

V 

the Plumbers investigation . Plaintiff states no knowledge of 

any fact indicating that he was the subject of any of the 

/ 

wiretaps referred to. 

In an article appearing in Parade Ma gazine on July 22, 

1973 (Adm., Exh. 0), plaintiff wrote: 

In 1971, the President formed his 
private Plumbers Squad, including G. 

Gordon Liddy and E. Howard Hunt, to 
plug news leaks, among them my India- 
Pakistan columns. They concluded 
mistakenly that the source was located 
on Henry Kissinger's staff. Innocent 
staffers were yanked from behind their 
desks and dragged to polygraph machines, 
although it was the White House, not 
my sources, doing the lying about 
Pakistan. 

D. DISCUSSIONS ABOUT ADMINISTRATION OF DRU GS 

In paragraph ten of his complaint, plaintiff alleges that 
the "defendants", "through the "Plumbers" conceived and committed 


overt acts in the furtherance of a plan and conspiracy to cause 
serious physical injury, possibly including death, to plaintiff." 


Plaintiff bases these allegations on a September 21, 1975 article 


in the Washington Post which plaintiff described as stating: 


. . . a senior White House official 

ordered "Plumber" E. Howard Hunt of 
assassinate plaintiff „ . . "the orde r 

w as cancelled .... [Int. Ans. 6(a)]. 

XEmphasis Added). 

Plaintiff also bases this allegation upon January, 1976 testimony 

i ' . 

\ 


YT Typically., as plaintiff's 
the allegations of paragraph 


interrogatory answers make clear, 
ten of the Complaint encompass 
alleged Department of Defense investigations which are realleged 
in other paragraphs of the complaint. These investigations are 
addressed at Facts, I-E, infra. 
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by defendant Hunt that 'he was ordered by defendant Colson to 

investigate means of drugging plaintiff and, that, subsequent 

to this order, means of administering such drugs were "discussed 1 * 

(Int. Ans. 6 (b))„ 

E. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND 
. 1 FBI INVESTIGATIONS OF 

PLAINTIFF'S SOURCES _ 

In paragraph twelve of his complaint, plaintiff alleges 

that: 

Beginning in 1971, investigations were 
conducted by agents of the Department 
of Defense and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, acting at defendants' 
direction, aimed at discovering and 
prosecuting persons who had given 
information to plaintiff which plaintiff 
had published. 

The basis for plaintiff's allegation that the FBI conducted 
"investigations" of his sources as part of the conspiracy and 
with its alleged purposes is the fact that former Department of 

Defense (DOD employee Eugene Smith was subpoenaed, plaintiff's 

* 

claim that a United States Attorney stated that it had been 
"'suggested' that he go after Smith" and that, after Smith had 
testified, that the U. S. Attorney allegedly acknowledged 
that "we probably did have the wrong man." (Int. Ans. 8). 
"Plaintiff knew these facts before' September 27, 1973." Id . 
Allegations equivalent to those made in the complaint appeared 
in plaintiff's column in the Washington Post as early as 
September 10, 1971 (Adm. Exh. N). 

The basis for plaintiff's allegations that the DOD investiga 
ted plciintiff's sources as a part of the conspiracy is that 
"lifter January, 1974, plaintiff learned" from a former DOD 
employee that the Department had conducted "investigations" of 
plaintiff. Plaintiff's interrogatory answers state no basis for 
believing that any such investigations, if they existed, were 
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a part of the "alleged" conspiracy, nor does any document filed 

\ ' 

by plaintiff to date inform as to what, if any, actions were 
allegedly, undertaken as a part of such "investigations". 

P. McCQRD INVESTIGATION 

i ' ! 

Plaintiff also alleges (Complaint, para. 13) that defendant 

McCord received information from the Internal Security Division 

i 

of the Department of Justice in the course of conducting an 

! 

investigation of plaintiff and that defendant Mardian participated 

j 

in the exchange of information. Plaintiff learned each "fact" 
upon which this allegation is based from a September 27, 1972 
newspaper article and June, 1973 Senate Watergate Committee 

j ( 

I i ' ■ 

hearings. (Int. Ans. 9). j ! ; 

! 

G. the' exchange of information between 

THE FBI AND THE WHITE HOUSE _ 

Plaintiff: alleges (Complaint, para. 14) that former 
President Nixon sought derogatory information about plaintiff 
from the FBI and that Mr. Nixon was disappointed with the informa¬ 
tion delivered to him from the FBI and asked for more details. 

This allegation, including the allegation that this matter was 
part of the co nspiracy participated in by all of the defendants , 


is "based" upon alleged statements by defendant Ehrlichman in 

j 

November 1975. (Int. Ans. 11). 

H. THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Plaintiff also alleges (Complaint, para. 15) that the 

CIA participated in the "conspiracy" in the following manner: 

In early 1972 defendants, through the 
CIA, began and conducted until at least 
July 1972 an unlawful investigation, 
surveillance and interference with 
plaintiff and plaintiff's employees, 
with the purpose and intent of discovering 
and punishing persons who were sources 
for plaintiff of information which plaint- 
tiff (published but which defendants wished 
supressed, with the further purpose'and 
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.intent of preventing plaintiff from' 
gathering information in the future and 
from publishing such information. 

! 

This investigation allegedly included the examination of 
public and police records and a "surveillance" of plaintiff's 
Maryland home and his office. Id. Plaintiff had knowledge that 
such an investigation was being conducted due to "his own observa 
tions in 1972" (Int. Ans. 12) and published, articles concerning 
this "investigation" in several instances. The following excerpt 
is typical: 

As the Washington Post reported it, 
the White House was "coordinating a 
continuous effort to discredit Anderson." 

. . . He [defendant Mardian] ordered 
my house staked out, but I learned the 
makes and license numbers of three autos 
used by Mardian's men. With nine children, 

I was able to command a far mere reliable 
counter-espionage squad than Mardian's. My 
kids has a lot of fun in the cars. They re¬ 
ported back that they could see men with 
binoculars, bringing to our neighborhood 
an exhilerating air of intrigue. They 
located the main lookout atop a knoll near 
a church about a mile from my door. [ My 
Journal O n Wate rg ate , s upra , P arade M agaz i ne , 

July 22, 1973 (Adm. Exh. 0).] 

See also , plaintiff's columns of October 17, 1972 and January 
18, 1974, Exhibits A and C, respectively, to defendant's Requests 
for Admissions. Plaintiff claims that he first learned that the 

V 

CIA conducted the "surveillance" in 1975. (Int. Ans. 12). 



*/"Detailed knowledge" of alleged CIA involvement in "the 
conspiracy" was, plaintiff claims, not obtained by him until 
July of 1976 when he received the CIA's responses to his Freedom 
of Information Act (FOIA) requests. Interrogatory Answer 12, 
which states each "fact" upon which plaintiff relies in making 
the allegations of paragraph 15, cites not a single fact obtained 
from the FOIA'responses. Plaintiff also charges for the first 
time in his interrogatory answers that the CIA "collected 
derogatroy rumors" about him. However, as the CIA is not alleged 
to have done anything wrongful in collecting said rumors, the 
Court shou: 


disregard this allegation. 
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Paragraph 15 of the complaint also contains an allegation 
that the CIA investigation included wiretapping and electronic 
surveillance. The basis for these allegations are plaintiff's 
"surmise" and similar speculation in the 1976 book Nightmare . 

After a search of the pertinent files of the CIA, no evidence of 
such wiretapping or electronic surveillance has been found. 

Ansv/ers of Director of Central Intelligence to First Interrogatorie 
to Defendants, 1.3, 1.5, 1.9, and 1.10. 

1 • THE "EFFORT, PLAN AND SCHEME TO DISCREDIT" PLAINTIFF 
Paragraph 16 of the complaint alleges that in early 1972 
"defendants began an effort, plan, and scheme" to discredit 
plaintiff and to destroy plaintiff's reputation. (Complaint, 
para. 16). Plaintiff's interrogatory answers have re\ y ealed 
that this allegation essentially repeats allegations— 
for the second, third, and sometimes fourth times—-made in 
paragraphs 6, 10, 13, 18, 19 and 20 of the complaint. (Int. Ans. 
13). The matters alleged and realleged are separate alleged 
overt acts. We therefore address them separately. 

1. The Pita Beard Investigation 
The first matter is an investigation into the 
authenticity of the well-known Dita Beard memorandum, which 
became a public issue during the confirmation hearings of 
defendant Kleindienst in the Spring of 1972. Various aspects 
of this ame "investigation" are alleged and realleged in paragraphs 

V 

10, 12 and 13 of the complaint. Plaintiff claims that this 

"investigation" came about because: 

i 

On February 29, March \2 and March 3, 1972, 
plaintiff published columns charging that 


*/See , interrogatory answer no. 13(c) incorporating answer no. 10 
which incorporates interrogatory no. 7 which in turn incorporates 
interrogatory answers nos. 3(c) and (5). 
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the ITT Corporation had offered to 
contribute several hundred thousand 
dollars to support the 1972 Republican 
National Convention in San Diego, California, 
and that the contribution was linked to 
efforts by ITT to persuade defendants' 

Department of Justice to abandon antitrust 
actions against ITT respecting its merger 
with Hartford Fire Insurance Company, and 
citing a memorandum respecting this written 
by Dita Beard, a lobbyist for ITT. [Com¬ 
plaint, para. 16]. 

Subsequently, plaintiff states, "the Justice Department and 
its Internal Security Division were instructed to investigate 
a possible association between plaintiff's secretary and Dita 

V 

Beard* * * „ 

Concerning this matter, plaintiff wrote in his March 23, 

1972 Washington Merry-go-round column as follows: 

. . . The President's men tried to 

peddle the idea that we had conspired 
with Dita Beard to concoct the damaging 
memo. This was planted with Sen. Marlowe 
Cook, (R.-Ky.), who rushed out with a 
statement questioning "the veracity of 
Anderson's account of how he obtained 
the memorandum and perhaps even the 
origin and content of the memorandum 
itself." One of the Justice Depart¬ 
ment's counterspys, John Martin, 

Internal Security's Analysis and 
Evaluation Chief, tried to establish 
a link between Dita Beard and us. 

Intertel's President Robert Peloquin 
and his chief gumshoe, Ed Mullin, 
also worked on this angle. Their 
evidence was routed through the . 

White House to Senator Cook. This 
too, backfired. [Adm., Exh. B.l 


~f7 At the time of the Kleindienst confirmation hearings, 
defendant Mardian received a photograph of plaintiff's Secretary, 
Opal Ginn and Ms. Beard together at a local hotel. Defendant 
Mardian then asked an Attorney from the Internal Security Division 
of the Department of Justice to interview employees of the 
hotel where the picture was taken. Answer of Robert C. Mardian, 
paras. 16-21. The Beard-Ginn photograph was subsequently 
introduced by Senator Cook at the Kleindienst confirmation hearing. 
Id. According to plaintiff, Senator Cook also made statements: 

. ... To the Executive Session of the 

Judiciary Committee on March 14, 1972, 

[alleging] that Dita Beard and plaintiff's 
Secretary had a close relationship and .. . 

were drinking companions. . . . Senator — 

Cook [also] introduced into the record columns 
by plaintiff which he said were false and cast 
doubt on plaintiff's credibility generally. 

[Int. Ans. 13(c).] 
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Each of the facts upon which plaintiff relies in making these 

\ 

allegations were known to him "more or less contemporaneously" 
with a Washington Post article making similar claims appearing 
on March 18, 1972. (Int. Ans. 10 and 13(c)). 

j 

2. The Ulasewlcz-Caulfield Investigations 
As evidenced by plaintiff's interrogatory answer 13(a), 
the allegations in paragraph 16 of the complaint, alleging a 

j 

conspiracy to discredit plaintiff,! apparently repeat the 

following allegation from paragraph 6: 

Beginning in January 1969, defendants Nixon, 
Haldeman, Ehrlichman and others hired de¬ 
fendants Jack Caulfield and Anthony . i 

Ulasewicz to conduct private investigations. 

* * * Caulfield's and Ulasewicz's activities 
including unlawful telephone wiretapping 
of journalists and others, carried out or 
intended to be carried out by means of un 
lawful entries. Plaintiff was one of the 
targets of Caulfield's and Ulasewicz's ac¬ 
tivities on at least three occasions (a) 
prior to February 1971, (b) in late 1971 and 

(c) on another date unknown. [Complaint, para. 

6.] j. : 


The complaint identifies Messrs. Caulfield and Ulasewicz 
as having left the "employe" of defendant Ehrlichman on 
March 1 and December, 1972, respectively. (Complaint, 
para. 4(p) and (q)). 

The "basis" for these allegations is information: 

j 

made known in the Senate Watergate 
Committee hearings in June and July 
1973 and in the Committee's Final Report 
in June, 1974 [that] "Caulfield kept a 
watch on plaintiff" [and that] "Ulasewicz 
investigated plaintiff * * * and plain¬ 
tiff's brother's.*/ [Int. Ans. 13(a)]. 


V'The "Watergate" Committee's "Final Report states "there 
has been no evidence that . . . Ulasewicz . ’. . engaged in 

any electronic surveillance for the White House" and goes 
on to state that defendant Caulfield participated in wire¬ 
tapping on two occasions, neither of which involved plain¬ 
tiff. Final Report, Senate Select Committee on Presidential 
Campaign Activities, S.Rep. 93-981, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 
(June 1974), pp. 111-113. 
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Plaintiff claims that he learned only "recently" that 
defendant Ulasewicz investigated' "plaintiff's relationship 
with Kirkland Hall College" which was "first made public in 

the Watergate Committee's Final Report in 1974." Id . 

! j 

3. The "Investigation" of Plaintiff’s 
Relationship With A "Maryland 
_U niversity. " __i 

The allegations of paragraph 16 of the complaint ap¬ 
parently also encompass that of paragraph 19, which states: 

On dates unknown to plaintiff, defendants 
Magruder and Liddy investigated plaintiff 
in an attempt to prove that plaintiff had 
attemped to influence a Maryland college 
to sell him waterfront property at a re¬ 
duced price by helping the college il- ; 

legally obtain federal grants, with the 
purpose and the intent of destroying 
plaintiff's reputation for truth, veracity 
and accuracy. [Complaint, para. 19.] 

This allegation is allegedly based on a statement in defendant 

Magruder's book "An American Life", published in 1974. [Int. 


Ans. 13(d).] Neither the complaint nor plaintiff's .interro- 
gatories state anything further about this investigation. 

' -- •' THE BATTISTA MEMORANDUM 

In paragraph 17 of his complaint, plaintiff alleges: 

On or about November 17, 1972, de¬ 
fendants Colson and Dean conspired with 
other defendant to slander and destroy 
the reputation for truth, veracity and 
accuracy of plaintiff by falsely repre¬ 
senting that plaintiff had been paid 
$1,000,000 by Cuban dictator Battista 
to write complimentary articles about 
Battista. [Complaint, para. 17.] 

(Emphasis added). 

This allegation is based upon the alleged fact that defendant 
Colson wrote a memorandum (hereinafter "Battista Memorandum") 


*_/An alleged instruction - to establish a homosexual link 
between Navy Yeoman Charles Radford and plaintiff, said to 
have been given by defendant Young to one. W. Donald Stewart 
apparently also falls within the ambit paragraph .16 of the 
complaint. Int. Ans. 13(b). Plaintiff nowhere so much as 
alleges any action as a result of this instruction and, there¬ 
fore, address this allegation no further. 
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Int. 



to defendant Dean regarding information he [Colson] had 
learned about plaintiff from a "confidential source." 

Ans. 15.. This information was known to plaintiff, in "June 
or July 1973." Id. 

K. THE PROVIDING OF INACCURATE NEWS INFORMATION 
Plaintiff alleges in paragraph 20 of his complaint that 
"defendant Colson and other defendants" represented "to plain¬ 
tiff and his associates certain facts to be true which de¬ 
fendants knew not true, in order that plaintiff might write 
inaccurate news stories." This allegation is based solely 
upon a statement in the book All The President 1 s Men (pp. 139- 
140), published in 1974, which stated that a false story 
about Senator Eagleton's driving record which plaintiff pub¬ 
lished was "connected in some way with a Colson-Hunt operation." 
Int. Ans. 19 incorporating Int. Ans. 13(f). 

L. THE BIA INVESTIGATION 

In paragraph 18 of his complaint, plaintiff alleges that 

after he published information obtained from documents stolen 

from the Bureau of Indian Affairs: 

Defendants thereupon employed and directed 
agents of the FBI to conduct surveillance 
of plaintiff and to arrest plaintiff if he 
reported on and was present at the return 
of the stolen Indian documents. . . for the 

purpose ... of subpoenaing and copying 
private telephone records of plaintiff and 
his associates . . . [Complaint, para. 18.] 

Plaintiff further alleges that pursuant to this "scheme" Leslie 

H. Whitten, plaintiff's associate, was arrested by FBI agents 

on January 31, 1973 and that, pursuant to court order in criminal 

proceedings subsequently instituted against Whitten, FBI agents 

copied certain records of plaintiff's telephone calls and 

interviewed certain of the persons whose telephone numbers 

were listed on those records. 
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\ I 

In indicating the basis for' these allegations, plaintiff 

states in his interrogatory answers 16-18: 

j '• . 

| The facts are all contained in grand jury 
| testimony, court records and records of the 
i . FBI and Department, of Justice in the control 
and custody of defendants Kelley and Levi. 

Plaintiff learned such of these facts that 
are public as they were made part of such 
records that are public, from February through 
July , 1973 . The remaining facts have been - 
withheld by defendants Kelly and Levi. (Int. 

Ans. 16-18.] (Emphasis added).jV 

i 

Approximately one week after Mr. Whitten’s arrest, plaint- 

tiff wrote about this arrest in his February 7, 1973 newspaper 

! • 
column, as follows: i 

i • : . -j ■ ■ 

The word has gone out from the White House 
to "nail" Jack Anderson and the Washington 
Post, The word was passed to the Justice 
Department, we were told, to try to make a 
case against us. Last week, Les Whitten was 
arrested while gathering news for this column. 

[Adm.. Exh. E, ] i - . j- 

! : ! ' 

See also Adm. Exh.. F. 


The alleged ensuing investigation of plaintiff’s tele¬ 


phone records was the subject of plaintiff's February 23, 1973 


newspaper column; 


I 


The false arrest of my associate, Les Whitten, 
we have now learned, was used as a pretext for 
launching a massive FBI investigation into our 
operations. . . . [T]he FBI, pretending to in¬ 

vestigate Whitten's 'crime,' secured a court 
order and served it on American Telephone and 
Telegraph. FBI agents immediately began checking 
into our phone calls, digging into our news 
sources and using all the powers of government 
to find out how we get information that the govern¬ 
ment! doesn’t want published. 


*/While we do hot understand how alleations may be based 


arc 


upon facts which 
plaintiff wrote in a 
Watergate Grand Jury; 


unknown to the plaintiff, we note that 
July 22, 1973 article with respect to the 


It seemed to me that the Nixon Adminstration 
intended to use grand jury secrecy to protect 
the guilty and keep the embarrassing facts from 
.reaching the public. I sought access, therefore, 
to the grand jury findings and on April 16, I 
began printing verbatim excerpts. [Adm., Exh. 0, 
p . 4 . ] ... _ _ __ 
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This was a flaqrant violation of our 
: rights under the First Amendment. [Adm. 

• Exh. I.j ' 

i 

| : 

M. * THE AUDIT OF PLAINTIFF'S 1973 INCOME TAX RETURN 

i * « ------—-- 

! 

, Plaintiff alleges in paragraph 21 of his complaint that 

: j 

pursuant to the aforementioned "conspiracy," defendants dir¬ 
ected and employed the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)" to 
conduct a complete field audit of plaintiff's 1973 tax re¬ 
turns" and that in the course of that investigation, IRS 

j 

agents "inquired into plaintiff's purchase of an apartment in 
Freeport, Grand Bahamas." These allegations purport to be based 
upon the alleged facts that defendants Nixon, Haldeman and Dean 

] i 

had discussed the use of the IRS to attack enemies of the Ad- 

i 

ministration in September of 1972, that defendant Haldeman al¬ 


legedly ordered defendand Dean to "initiate tax audits on cer- 

i 

tain individuals" and that he (Dean) had "arranged through 

'• i 

defendant Caulfield for a tax audit on at least one occasion;" 
and that plaintiff's name appeared on "several list of F enemies' 
Int. Ans. 20. In. 1974 plaintiff learned that his tax return 

was audited and learned in 1976 whatever basis he has for al- 

/ : 

leging that his ownership of a condiminum in the Grand Bahamas 
was "investigated." Plaintiff's interrogatory answers state 
no knowledge that his was one of the tax audits, if any, suggest 


or initiated by the White House. 

IT. THE ALLEGED ACTIONS OF EACH OF THE DEFENDANTS 
Any analysis of the complex allegations of plaintiff's 
complaint, alleging numerous overt acts for which each of the 
25 defendants is alleged to be liable for either money 

I 

damages or injunctive relief, must include an individual anal¬ 
ysis of plaintiff's allegations against each-defendant. We 
therefore attempt to summarize below plaintiff's allegations 
and the pertinent facts as they relate to each defendant. 

A. Charles N. Colson 


Defendant Charles N. Colson was Special White House Counsel 
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to President Richard M. Nixon from November, 1969 to March 10, 

\ ; 

1973. | (Complaint, para. 4(g)). He is first accused(para. 11) 
of assigning defendant Hunt to investigate means of drugging 

plaintiff. This allegation, which Mr. Colson has denied, is 

: 1 • ■ 

i 

allegedly based upon testimony by defendant Hunt of which 

plaintiff learned in early 1976. There is no allegation that 

j 

anything further than discussions occurred as a result of this 
instruction, if in fact it was given, or that defendant Colson 
participated any further in this matter. See Int. Ans. 6(b). 

Secondly, Mr. Colson is accused of having been present at 
a discussion between defendant Mardian and John Marti.n, an 

attorney from Internal Security Division of the Department of 

i 

Justice, when Mr. Martin allegedly received instructions "to 

I 

investigate a possible association between plaintiff’s secretary 
and Dita Beard. 1 '' This allegation is based upon matters known 
to plaintiff in July of 1973. Int. Ans. 7. Mr. Colson is also 
accused of having conspired, for purposes of damaging plaintiff’s 
reputation, to provide plaintiff with false information. This 
allegation is based solely upon a statement in the book All The 
President’s Men published in 1974 that the providing of such 
information was "in some way connected with a Coslon-Hunt 
operation of manufeicturing false news items for the press." 

j 

Int. Ans. 13(f). j 

Finally, based upon plaintiff's "knowledge," obtained in 
June or July of 1973, of the Battista memorandum, Mr. Colson is 
accused of having consoired with Mr. Dean and "other defendants" 
to slander plaintiff. j 

I 

B. John W. Dean, III I 

Defendantj John W. Dean, III was counsel to President Richard 
M. Nixon from July 1970 to May 19, 1973, Complaint, para. 4(j). 
Mr. Dean is first accused, based upon information allegedly 
learned in November, 1975, that Mr. Dean delivered—an FBI-.sum.-___ 

- 17 - 


Greenberg/Gray-4646 







' •. r • & / 

mary of-.information about plaintiff to defendant Nixon.” 

Mr. Dean is also accused of having conspired with defendant 

Colson solely because, plaintiff claims, he was sent the 

above-mentioned Battista Memorandum," which plaintiff knew of 

I **/ ~ 

"in June or July 1973," int. Ans. 15. 

i 

Co Lo Patrick Gray, III : ! 

Defendant L. Patrick Gray, III, was Acting Director of 

f 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation from May 3, 1972 to April 

j 

27, 1973. Complaint, par. 4(i). Mr. Gray is not otherwise 
mentioned in the Complaint. He is accused only in plaintiff's 
response to his motion for particularization of having (1) 

' i . f 

"ordered, approved or participated." in the arrest of Mr. Whitten;" 

I 

(2) "supervised and approved the maintenance of files concerning 
plaintiff." Plaintiff's Response and Opposition to Motions 

i 

for Particularization ("Response"), paras. 1(a) and (c). The 

former allegation, which purportedly appears in para. 18 of 

the complaint is based upon information allegedly learned by 

plaintiff by July, 1973. Int. Ans. 16-18. Though requested 

to identify each fact upon which each operative allegation of 

the complaint is based, plaintiff nowhere identifies any basis 

for the latter allegation. j 

D. Richard Helms , 

. I 

Richard Helms was Director of Central Intelligence from 
June 30, 1976 to February 2, 1973. Complaint, para. 4(c). 

Mr. Helms is not mentioned elsewhere in the complaint nor in 
plaintiff's answers to interrogatories. Presumably, however, 

Mr. Helms is named as a defendant in this action because he 

i 

was the Director of the Central Intelligence at the time that 

*/This- "summary" consisted of newspaper and magazine articles. 

Answer of John W. Dean, III, para. 14-15. 

**/Mr. Dean is also mentioned in para. 8 of the complaint, in 
which it is alleged that defendant Haldeman ordered him to learn 
if plaintiff had any connection with former Democratic National 
Committee Chairman Lawrence O'Brien. Because it is not alleged—- 
that defendant Dean took any action as a result of this "instruction," 
we address this allegation no further. 
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E. Henry A. _Ki ssinger 

Defendant Henry A. Kissinger was Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs from January 20, 1969 to November 

3, 1975 and was Secretary of State from September 22, 1973 

until January 20, 1977. Complaint, para. 4(b) and Answer of 

Henry A. Kissinger, para. 4. Dr. Kissinger is not elsewhere 

referred to in the complaint. In the Response to defendants' 

motion for particularization, plaintiff accuses defendant 

Kissinger of having "ordered, requested or participated in 

the plan or scheme which resulted in" the activities of the 

plumbers and the CIA surveillance Complaint, paras, 10-15, 

This allegation is apparently based upon an alleged January 

23, 1577 statement by Dr. Kissinger and: 

„ . . a January 23, 1974, article in 

the New Yor k Times that defendant '' > 

Kissinger had been informed of the 

formation of a unit to investigate 

so-called "leaks", the "Plumbers," 

in July 1971, and that defendant 

.Kissinger knew it was formed under the 

authroity of defendant Nixon and under the 

direction of defendant Ehrlicliman 

and that he knew of the role defendant 

Young had in it. [Int. Ans. No. 3(b).] 

F. Richard G, Kleindienst 

Defendant Kleindienst was Deputy Attorney General of the 
United States from. January 31, 1969 to March 2, 1972; was Acting 
Attorney General of the United Stated from March 2, 1972 to 
June 12, 1972; and was Attorney General of the United States 
from June 12, 1972 to May 25, 1973. Complaint para. 4(h). 

No further allegations with respect to Mr. Kleindienst are 
alleged in the complaint or in plaintiff's interrogatory answers. 

Mr. Kleindienst is accused for the first time in plaintiff’s 
response to defendants' motion for particularization of having 
"ordered, approved or participated in an FBI investigation 
(Eugene Smith) (Complaint, para. 12) the exchange of information 
between the FBI and the White House (para. 14) the Dita 
Beard investigation (para. 16)"and the . . 
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BIA matter (para. 16) . The sole ''basis" for these alle¬ 
gations is that Mr. Kleindienst was either Deputy Attorney 
General, Acting Attorney General, or Attorney General at 
the time they allegedly occurred. Response, pp. 2-3. 

Plaintiff knew all of the facts upon which he bases his 
allegations concerning these four matters before September 27, 
1973.. Statement of Facts (hereinafter "Facts"), Parts I--E,G, 

I, and L. Int. Ans. 8, 10, 13(c) and 16-18. 

G. E gil Krogh, _ Jr . 

Defendant Krogh was Assistant Director of the White House 
Domestic Counsel from before July 17, 1971 until February of 
1973 and was co-director of the White House Special Investigation 
Unit from. July 17, 1971 until mid-March, 1973. Complaint 
para., 4 (n) ; Answer of Egil Krogh, Jr., para. 4. Defendant 
Krogh is referred to in only paragraph 10 of the complaint in 
which it is alleged that he was a member of the White House 
Special Investigations Unit. He is apparently accused there¬ 
in of having participated in an investigation following 
plaintiff’s alleged disclosures concerning India-Pakistan. 

The basis for this allegation is an alleged statement in a 
Mew York Times article that plaintiff's name was placed on 
a bulletin board in the Plumbers headquarters and upon an al¬ 
leged statement by Mr. Krogh that he had: 

. . . been assigned on December 14, 1971, 
to investigate plaintiff's investigatory 
disclosures of the India-Pakistan "tilt," 
and that Krogh was removed from the unit 
on December 20, 1971, when he declined to 
authorise taps ..." [Int. Ans. 3(b)]. 

H„ R obert C. Ma rdi an 

Robert C. Mardian was .Assistant Attorney General in charge 

of the Internal Security Division of the Department of Justice 
I 

from November 1970 to approximately May 1, 1971 and was Co¬ 
ordinator of the Committee for the Reelection of the President 
from May 1, 1971 to November, 1972, Complaint, para. 4 (k.) . 
Defendant Mardian is accused in paras. 12, 13 and 16 of the 
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complaint 
Each fact 
legations 
allegedly 

the office of the ’Plumbers' several times . Int. 

Ans. 10(b) and (c). Defendant Mardian is accused, based solely 
on "facts" known to plaintiff by June of 1973, of partici¬ 
pation in the McCord investigation alleged in paragraph 13 
of the Complaint, Facts, I-F. 

I, The Central Inte lligence Agenc y 

The Director of Central Intelligence is sued in this 

action for an injunction; 

. . . enjoing him.and his "successors 
and subordinates forever, from inter¬ 
fering or attempting to interfere with 
plaintiff's function and activities as 
a reporter, investigator, journalist 
and broadcaster, either by acts directed 
against plaintiff or by acts directed 
against persons believed to be sources 
of information for plaintiff (herein¬ 
after "injunction")." [Complaint, para. 25]. 

The CIA is alleged to have conducted an investigation with 

the purpose and intent "discovering and punishing persons who 

were souces for plaintiff . . Complaint, para. 15. It 

is further alleged that CIA agents, in the course of this 

investigation, followed plaintiff and members of his family, 

photographed them, examined public and police records concerning 

them, and conducted a surveillance of plaintiff’s office and 

home and the homes of his employees. It is also alleged, 

on information and belief, that this investigation included 
i > 

I 

i 

electronic surveillance and wiretaps. Plaintiff knew each 

\ 

fact upon which he bases the allegations in 1972, except 
that plaintiff allegedly believed the surveillance was con¬ 
ducted by the Department of Justice until 1975. Int. Ans. 

12. Plaintiff's allegation of electronic surveillance and 
’wiretapping, which the CIA has denied, is “based" only upon 
plaintiff's "surmise" and an accusation to that effect ap- 

■~-peari-ng—inr—tltQ—boo-k —til.gh traare,-published in 3.976 . 
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of participation in the Dita Beard investigation, 
upon which plaintiff relies in making these al- 
was known in March of 1972 except for the "fact", 
learned in 1975, that defendant Mardian "visited 
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Int. Ans. 


- 




5 and 12. 

J. The Federal Bureau of I nve sti a ation 

Actions by the Federal Bureau of Investigation are alleged 
in four separate areas of the complaints (1) a wiretap on Navy 
Yeoman Charles Radford and three others (India-Pakistan); (2) 

the investigation of former Department of Defense employee 
Eugene Smith; (3) the transmittal of newspaper clippings to 
the White House from the Bureau; and (4) the BIA investigation. 
Complaint, para. 10, 12, 14 and IS. Plaintiff’s allegations as 
to the first of these matters are based upon facts indicating 
that the Bureau placed a wiretap on Yeoman Radford and three 
others (not including plaintiff), suspected of having unlawfully 
disclosed classified information to plaintiff. Int. Ans. 3(c) 
and 5. Plaintiff claims to have learned of the newspaper 
clipping exchange in 1975. The "facts" underlying plaintiff's 
allegations respecting the Eugene Smith investigation and the 
Bureau participation in the BIA investigation -were known to 
plaintiff before September 27, 1973. Facts, I-E and L. 

K. The Int ernal Revenu e Service 

The sole allegation against the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) is that "defendants directed and employed" IRS to "audit 
plaintiff's 1973 income tax return" and that in the course of 
such an audit, IRS agents inquired into plaintiff's purchase of 
a condominium in the Bahamas. Complaint, para. 20. This al¬ 
legation is based upon alleged testimony by defendant Dean in 
June of 1973 relating to ciudits of persons other than plain¬ 
tiff. Int.. Ans. 20. Defendant Dean left the White House in 
May, 1973. Complaint, pcira. 4(j). No basis is cited by 

plaintiff for alleginq that his audit occurred as a result 
I 

of White House instruction. 


•^/The CIA is also“accused 'Tn‘"para. 10 of the complaint of having 
"provided assistance to the plumbers" However, plaintiff’s in¬ 
terrogatory answer no. 2 demonstrates clearly that this allegation 
has nothing whatever to do with plaintiff *s allegations of 
wrongful actions against him. 
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\ 

The Department is first charged with having parti¬ 
cipated in the investigation of Eugene Smith, who was not a 

source of information for plaintiff. Complaint, para. 12. 

I 

This is based upon the fact, known : to plaintiff before 
September 27, 1973, that Mr. Smith was subpoenaed to appear 
before a grand jury in Norfolk, Virginia. The second area 

. , r 

of the Department's alleged involvement is the Dita Beard 

| 

investigation. This is based upon plaintiff's knowledge in 
March of 1972 that a Department of Justice attorney inter- 

i 

viewed witnesses in attempting to learn if there was an 

■j I 

association between plaintiff's secretary and Dita Beard. 

• - ! 

S ee , e. g ♦ , Int. Ans. 7. Finally, the Department is alleged 

s 

to have sought an indictment against Mr. Whitten 0 Complaint, 
para. 18. Plaintiff's allegations that the seeking of such 
an indictment was a part of the "conspiracy" is the fact, 
known to plaintiff in early 1973, that, the Department did seek 

• . V 

such an indictment. Int. Ans. 16-18. 

M. The Dep artm ent of St ate ; 

The Department of State is not mentioned in the complaint 
plaintiff's interrogatory answers, or in plaintiff's response 
to defendants' motion for particularization, which was made on 

i 

! 

behalf of, inter alia , the Secretary of State. Indeed, the 
only "fact" cited by plaintiff related in any way to the 
Department of State is that defendant Kissinger acknowledged 
that he knew the Plumbers existed. Int. Ans. 3(b). This 

I : 

"fact" appeared in a January 23, 1974 article in the New 

i 

I 

York Times. • \ 

\ 

| k *J k k 


Because, as the foregoing facts show, the allegations of 


plaintiff's complaint, 


with minor immaterial exceptions, are 


VThe Department * is also Implicitly accused of 
defendant McCord with information about plaint 
upon which this allegation is based was known 


having provided 
iff. Each "fact 
to plaintiff by 


June, 1973. Facts, I-F. 
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based—if they have any basis at all—on matters plaintiff 
knew more than the appliccible limitations period before this 
action was filed, plaintiff's complaint is barred by the statute 
of limitations and laches.. Moreover, because the well-pleaded 
allegations of plaintiff's complaint fail to allege a violation 
of plaintiff’s constitutional rights and do not state the 
imminence of any threatened harm prerequisite to any award ; 
of injunctive relief, plaintiff has failed to state a claim 
upon which relief may be granted. Finally, insofar as 
plaintiff sues non-resident defendants for acts not both 
occurring within the District of Columbia and causing injury 
within the District, this Court lacks personal jurisdiction over 
such non-resident defendants. Moving defendants therefore now 
move for a dismissal of this action. .. 


. ARGUMENT , 

Introduction-Summary 0f Ar gument 


Plaintiff in this action seeks damages and- injunctive 
relief for an alleged deprivation of constitutional rights. 

The complaint, which is premised upon highly speculative claims 
of injury resulting from alleged actions taken--if at all—with 
respect to third persons, many of whom had no connection with 
plaintiff whatsoever, fails to state a violation of plaintiff’s 
constitutional rights. This action is, moreover, time-barred 
as to both forms of relief plaintiff seeks by his failure to 
bring the action for more than three years (or in some cases 


one year) after he learned of all but insignificant facts upon 

; j 

which this action is allegedly based. In addition, even as- 

\ 

suming plaintiff has stated an actionable claim for any relief 
against any defendant plaintiff clearly has no basis for 
even alleging involvement of the vast majority of the defendants 
in the vast majority of acts for which he, by his action, claims 

;.they are liable,, Plaintiff seeks to avoid these inadequacies 

of his complaint by characterizing this action as based upon a 
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grand conspiracy involving some twenty-five defendants, 
which conspiracy is, of itself, actionable. However, "separate 
conspiracies may not be characterized as a single grand 
conspiracy for procedural advantage." ' Fitzgeral d v. Seamans , 
Docket No. 75-1032 (C.A.D.C. February 23, 1977), Slip Opinion 
at p. 2.1, a copy of this opinion is attached hereto as Appendix 
A. A fortiori , such procedural advantage may not be obtained— 
as is attempted here-—based upon unfounded allegations of in¬ 
dividual defendants* involvement in separate overt acts con¬ 
nected only by plaintiff’s speculation. On the contrary, as 
we show at the outset below, plaintiff’s complaint at best 
states several independent claims based upon the overt acts 
alleged and plaintiff's unfounded allegations of conspiracy 
must therefore be disregarded. Plaintiff may not, therefore, 
avoid the preliminary and dispositive defenses raised herein. 
Secondly, we show that plaintiff's unexplainable delay 
in bringing this action after he admittedly had knowledge of 
any claim he is asserting herein bars his claim for damages 
under the applicable statute of limitations and his claim for 
equitable relief under the doctrine of laches. Thirdly, 
the allegations of plaintiff's complaint fail to state a claim 


upon which relief may be granted against the moving defendants 
who are sued as individuals for monetary damages as well as 
the defendants sued in their official capacities for equitable 
relief. J 

Finally, because the District of Columbia long-arm statute, 
upon which plaintiff apparently relies, authorizes personal 
jurisdiction over non-resident defendants only in those in- 

I 

stances where the tortious acts and the injury received as a 


result of those acts occurred within’the District of 
this Court lacks personal jurisdiction over any defer;, 
for damages who is not a resident of the District of 


Columbia, 
dant sued 
Columbia 
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has 



as to any overt act which 





not both occurred within the '■ 
\ 


District of Columbia and caused injury within the District. 

t 

jx/' • Plaintiff's Vague, Unsupported Allegations 
j Of A Conspiracy May Not F5e Considered In 

. .! . . Addressing Defendants' Dispositive Motion 


i A, In A Cause Of Action Premised Upon Con¬ 

spiracy, Only Overt Acts In Furtherance 
Of The Conspiracy Are Actionable _ 

In the complaint in this action, plaintiff seeks to 

j 

characterize this lawsuit as an action based upon the alleged 

1 */ 

conspiracy itself, rather than upon the overt acts alleged.— 

In so doing, plaintiff seeks to state claims against all of the 
defendants for all of the acts alleged, despite the fact that • 
he has no basis for even alleging involvement or connection be¬ 
tween the vast majority of the defendants and the vast majority 
of the acts alleged.—- Moreover, in part, through his al- 

5 i 

legations of "conspiracy", plaintiff seeks to "finesse" an- 
allegation of fraudulent concealment by alleging only that he 


did not timely discover the conspiracy though he does not 
allege--because he cannct--that he lacked "knowledge" of the 
overt acts. This transparent attempt to gain procedural 

advantage must fail because it is based upon a fundamental 

• / ■ * 

misperception of the nature of the nature of a civil action 
sounding in conspiracy. j . 

It is a "long-settled principle that a civil conpsiracy is 
not in itself actionable, but rather, it is the acts causing 
injury undertaken in furtherance of the conspiracy which give, 
rise to the action." Fitzgerald v. Seamans, 384 F. Supp. 688, 


j^/This characterization is most obvious in plaintiff's (.1) 
allegation of 'the overt acts (described as "among the overt, acts 
committed pursuant to the conspiracy") in a confusing admixture 
of repetitive(allegations not separated into counts which (2) very 
vaguely indentify the "defendants" as the persons involved in each 
of the matters alleged and (3) seeking of relief for injury 
allegedly caused by "the conspiracy". Complaint, para. 5, 22. 

* •■/ For example, plaintiff apparently claims that defendant Gray 
participated in the conspiracy while Acting Director of the "FBI",~ 

a post he occupied from May 3, 1972 until April 27, 1973. However 
plaintiff apparently alleges participation by Mr. Gray in acts 
occurring prior to Mr. Gray's assumption of office. See , e.g., 
Complaint, para. 10. ("Defendants then ordered the ’’Plumbers"” 

* * * to investigate plaintiff.") 
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693 (D.D.C. 1974)? aff’cl, Fitzgerald v. Seamans, supra, 

\ 

(Appendix A). Thus, the procedural advantages for purposes of 


limitations, discovery, and the stating of the cause of action' 

against individual defendants which plaintiff seeks to obtain 

I • 

•I • 

by allegations of a grand conspiracy must be denied him. 

B. Plaintiff l s Unfounded Allegations Of 
Conspiracy Are Hot Well-Pleaded Facts 
And Should Therefore Be Disregarded 

While a motion to dismiss admits all well-pleaded, material 

! 

allegations of fact, "such admission does not, of course, embrace 
sweeping legal conclusions cast in the form of factual allegations 
Paulin g v. Mc Elr oy, 278 F. 2d 252 ;(C.A.D.C„ 1.960), cert, d enied 
364 U.S. 835 (1960). "Conclusionary allegations and unwarranted 

I 

deductions of fact are not admitted as true." Associated 


Builders Inc, v. Alabama Power Compan y, 505 F. 2d 97 (5th 
dr., 1974); Ryan v. Coggi n, 245 F. 2d 54 (10th Cir.., 1957). 

See a lso , 2A, J, Moo re, Federal Practic e, para. 12.08 at pp. 
2267-2269 (2d edition 1976). This principle is certainly 
applicable to the conclusory allegations of conspiracy in¬ 
volving the numerous defendants herein. See , e.g. , Kamsler 
v. Z aslawsky , 355 F. 2d 526, 527 (7th Cir. 1965 ); Weiner v. 

; I 

Bank of King of P russia , 358 F. Supp. 684, 701 (E.D. Penn., 

1973); Re ese v. Nixon , 347 F. Supp. 314, 316 (C.D. Cal., 1972). 

Plaintiff was given ample opportunity to state the basis 

for his conspiracy allegations in response to defendants' 

*/ 

interrogatories, yet he completely failed to do so.~ The 
allegation is rather "conclusionary ... an unwarranted de¬ 


duction of fact" not well-pleaded and not admitted for purposes 

I 

i 

_ i 

/yin the first interrogatory with which he was served in this 
action, plaintiff was asked to state each fact upon which he 
bases his allegation of a conspiracy. In addition, the ensuing 
interrogatories served upon plaintiff ask for each fact upon 
which plaintiff bases his various allegations of "overt acts", 
including the basis for his allegation that such overt acts 
were a part of the conspiracy participated in by all of the 
defendants. Plaintiff responded to the first interrogatory by._. 
incorporating by reference his subsequent interrogatory answers. 
Those subsequent answers, however, cite only the "facts" upon 
which plaintiff relies in alleging that the overt acts occurred 
and that one, two, or three of the defendants were involved 
with them. 
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of the instant motion. Associated Builders, Inc. v. Al abama 


Power Co. , supra . Each procedural advantage which plaintiff 
seeks to avail himself of, through such an allegation, should 
therefore be denied him. . 

II. .Plaintiff's Claims For Money Damages And 
Equitable Relief, Filed Many Years After 
Plaintiff Learned Of The "Facts" On Which He 
Bases His Claims, Are Barred By The Statute 
Of Limita t ions And Laches _ 

The Complaint in this action is facially defective. Plain¬ 
tiff is complaining of overt acts which are alleged to have 
occurred or which must have occurred, if at all, in 1971, 

1972, and early 1973. The longest. limitations period applicable 
to plaintiff's claim for damages is three years. The same 
maximum period should be applied to plaintiff's claims for 
equitable relief in determining whether they are barred by 
laches. Because plaintiff has neither alleged nor—as his 
discovery responses show—can he prove that his claims fall 
within any exception which either tolled the running of the 
statute limitations or cured his laches, plaintiff's claims 
are time barred. Dismissal of each of these claims is there© 
fore required. 

A. The One-Year And Three-Year District 
Of Columbia Statute. Of Limitation Ap¬ 
plicable To This Action Bar Plaintiff's 
Claims For Money Damages Against The 
Defendants Sued As Individuals _ 

As plaintiff alleges a cause of action arising from federal 

lav/ and there is no applicable federal statute of limitations, 

the most nearly analogous D.C. statute of limitations should be 

applied to plaintiff's claim. Chevron O il Company v. H uson , 

404 U.S. 97, 104 (1971); Macklin v. Soector Freight Systems, Inc., 
. ! -* * ~" 
478 F. 2d 979, 994 (C.A.D.C. 1973). Consonant with the well- 

established principle that only overt acts undertaken in 

furtherance of a conspiracy, rather than the conspiracy itself,. 

are actionable, this Court ruled, in an opinion recently affirmed 

by the Court of Appeals for this Circuit: 

The allegation that a conspiracy continues 
within the limitations period is of no con¬ 
sequence to the running of the statute of 
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/ limitations unless tortious overt acts 
I pursuant to the conspiracy are committed 
I within that period. Lambert v. Conrad, 

308 F. 2d 571 (9th Circuit 1962). 

[Fitzgerald v. Seamans, 384 F. Supp. 688 
693 (D.D.C. 197 4)~, aff'd, Docket No. 

75-1032 (February 23, 1977).] 

The teaching of the Fitzgerald case is that the application 

i 

of the statute of limitations in actions in which civil 
conspiracy is alleged is, in essence, to be determined without 
regard to the conspiracy alleations. Rather, as only the 
overt acts are actionable, the statute of limitations is to 
be individually.applied to the overt acts, which are the sole 
basis for action. Thus, in F itzgerald , this Court determined 
that the limitations period commenced running based upon the 
date the overt acts averred were discovered. By parallel 
reasoning, the appropriate statute of Ximitaions to be applied 
to the overt acts sued on in this case is to be determined 
according to the nature to the individual overt acts alleged 
and. should be separately applied to each such act. 


Plaintiff characterizes this action as a suit for depri¬ 
vation of his rights to privacy and to be free from unlawful 
searches and siezures and an alleged First Amendment right. 

The First Amendment claim is two-fold: alleged attempts to 
(1) create a "reluctance" in plaintiff’s sources to provide 
him further information and (2) damage plaintiff's reputation 
Examples of this latter type of allegation may be found in 
paragraphs 14 (FBI-White House exchange of information), 16 
(Dita Beard investigation) , 17 (Colson-Dean attempt to 11 slander 
and destroy [plaintiff's] reputation"), 19 (Magruder-Liddy 
investigation on Maryland College), and 20 (providing false news 
stories). As to these allegations, the most nearly analogous 
District of Columbia statute of limitations is the one-year 
period applicable to libel, slander and other intentional torts. 
12 D.C. Code §301(4). The three year limitations period ap¬ 
plicable to-actions "for which-a-limitation is not otherwise 
specially prescribed" would appear to be the only other staute 
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of' limitations applicable to this action and should be ap- • : 

plied to the other allegations of the Complaint. * 

It is clear from the face of the complaint that each al- ■ 

j 

leged-overt act, except for the IRS audit, occurred in 1971, i 

1972 or early 1973. Each alleged act identified by date in ; 

i 

the complaint is described as having occurred during this time j 

j 

period. Moreover, those acts alleged to have occurred on dates 

! 

unknown in the complaint must have occurred, if at all, j 

* / i 

more than the three years prior to filing of this action.— ; 

Thus, from the face of the complaint, it is clear that unless j 

plaintiff can bring himself with in some exception to ,\ 

the normal running of the statute of limitations, this action. 


*/For example, para. 19 of the complaint alleges an attempt j ^ 

by defendants Magruder and Liddy to damage plaintiff's reputa¬ 
tion. /mother attempt to damage plaintiff's reputation is 
attributed to defendants Colson and Hunt in para. 20 of the 
complaint. Int. Ans. 13(f). However, defendant Colson and 
Hunt left the White House on March 10, 1973 and April 1, 

1972, respectively, and defendant Magruder left the Committee 
for the Reelection of the President in March of 1973. Complaint, i 

para. 4(g), (1) and (r) . Plaintiff's complaint cannot be read ' i, 

to allege that they undertook these actions while private j ' 

citizens. Other undated allegations of plaintiff's complaint 
are (1) an allegation of wiretapping by defendants Caulfield 
and Ulasewicz (para. 6); (2) alleged wiretapping as a result ! 

of plaintiff's articles on India-Pakistan in 1971 (para. 10); : 

and (3) an investigation by defendant McCord allegedly parti- I 

cipated in by defendant Mardian when he was Assistant Attorney i . 

General in charge of: the Internal Security Division (para. j. 

13). Plaintiff cannot seriously contend that the first of ; 

these alleged acts occurred within the limitations period, j 

for defendants Caulfield and Ulasewicz both., according to ! •' 

plaintiff's allegations, ceased working for defendant Ehrlichman : 

in 1972. Complaint, para. 4(p) and (q). Moreover, the facts 
relied upon by plaintiff in making these allegations were 
learned by him from testimony before the Senate Watergate ; 

Committee in June and July of 1973. Int. Ans. 13(a). Secondly, 
the charges of wiretapping in para. 10 of the complaint are. ; 

allegedly based upon information received by plaintiff their- j 

such wiretaps occurred "around the period of plaintiff's ; 

reports on the India-Pakistan 'tilt'," which were published • 

in approximately June, 1971. Int. 7ms. 3(b), (o), and 5. 

Plaintiff cannot seriously claim that these actions occurred 
after September 27, 1973. Finally, the McCord investigation ; 

alleged in paragraph 13 of the complaint was, according to 
plaintiff, "assisted, authorized or directed" by defendant 
Mardian, while he was Assistant Attorney General. As plain¬ 
tiff’s complaint alleges that defendant Mardian relinquished 
that position on May 1, 1971, the McCord investigation must 
'have occurred, if at all, prior to that date and significantly 
more than three years ago. ; 
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insofar as it seeks money damages against the individual 
defendants, is clearly time-barred. 

B. Plaintiff's Claim For Injunctive Relief 
Is Barred By Laches _ 

Plaintiff also seeks injunctive relief against the heads 
of five federal agencies, ;i.n addition to his claim for damages 
against the defendants sued individually. These allegations 
are barred by laches. 

The equitable defense of laches, which bars untimely 

claims in equity, "is designed to promote diligence and prevent 

enforcement of stale claims." Powell v. Zuckert , 366 F. 2d 

634, 636 (C.A.D.C. 1366). The hallmark of the bar of laches 

is (1) the plaintiff's lack of diligence in presenting his 

claim and (2) prejudice to the defendants as a result of the 

plaintiff's delay. Powell v. Zuckert , supra . Courts have 

traditionally looked to the most nearly analogous statute of 

limitations as a guide to applying laches. Holinber g v. 

Armbrecht , 327 U.S. 392, 336 (1946). Indeed, the running of 

the analogous statute of limitations shifts the burden of proof 

under the laches defense to the plaintiff: 

If the analogous state statue of limitations 
has expired, defendant bears the burden of 
proving both elements of laches; [but] 

[wjhere as here, that statute has expired, 
the plaintiff bears the burden on both in¬ 
excusable delay and prejudice .... [Gruca 
v. U.S. Steel Corporation , 495 F. 2d 1252, 

1258 (3rd Circuit 1974).] [Emphasis in original]. 

See also, Burke v. Gateway Clipper, Inc., 441 F. 2d 946 

i 

(3rd Cir. 1971); West Los Angeles Institute For Cancer 
Resea rch v. Mayer , 366 F. 2d 220, 227 (9th Cir. 1966) , 
cert, deni ed, 385 U.S.1010 (1967); Gersten v. U.S. , 176 
Ct. Cl. 633, 364 F. 2rl 850, 852 (Ct. Cl., 1966); Lasseigne 
v. N iger i an Gulf Oi l Com pany, 397 F. Supp. 465 (D. Del., 

1975). Indeed, the running of the analogous statute of . 
limitations entitles defendants to an inference that the 
delay has been both inexcusable and prejudicial. Raymqs v. 


3 
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G one .1 ne n t c i .1 I ns u rang e C o mp an y , 493 F. 2d 329, 332 (1st 
Cir. 1974} . 


Burdens of proof aside, the prejudice to the federal 
agency defendants is evident from the face of the complaint. 

Each alleged participant in the so-called conspiracy has left 
the respective agencies and have scattered throughout the 
country. Indeed, former FBI Director Hoover, who is alleged 
to have had personal knowledge of several of the matters al¬ 
leged, has died. The maximum limitations period applicable 
to any allegation of plaintiff's complaint is three years. 

Since every overt act attributed in the complaint to either 
the CIA, the FBI, or the Departments of Justice and State . 
occurred more than three years prior to the filing of the 
complaint herein, plaintiff's complaint should be dismissed . 
as to defendants Bell, Kelley, Turner and Vance because it is 
barred by laches. 

C. Plaintiff Has Wot Properly Alleged., And His 
Own Discovery Responses Disprove, Any Claim 
Of Fraudulent Concealment Which Could Remove 
The Bar Of His Untlroeliness _____ 

In paragraph five of the complaint in this action, plaintiff 
seeks to avoid the obvious bar of his own untimeliness in bringing 


this action, by alleging: 

Defendants did intentionally and fraudulently 
conceal said conspiracy and said overt acts 
from plaintiff, and plaintiff did not dis ¬ 
c over cind wi th due diligence could not have 
discovered! the existence of said conspiracy 
prior to February 19, 1975; plaintiff has with 
due diligence attempted to discover all the 
facts pertaining thereto since that date and 
has not been able to do so, by reason of the 
refusal of: certain defendants to disclose 
documents and information pertaining thereto, 
which continues to date. [Complaint, para. 5] 
[Emphasis added]. 

The three elements of "fraudulent concealment" such as plain¬ 


tiff purports to allege were succinctly stated in Da yco Co rp orat ion 
v. Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company , 523 F. 2d 309, 394 (6th 
Cir., 1975), as follows: 
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1 1 Three elements must be pleaded in order 
I to establish fraudulent concealment: (1) 
wrongful concealment of their actions 
by the defendants; (2) failure of the 
plaintiff t.o disco ve r the o per ative, facts 
1 that are the basi s of his cause o f action 
within the limi tatio ns peri od; and (3) 
plaintiff's due diligence until discovery 
of the facts. [Emphasis added.] 

Moreover, as this court made clear in its opinion in Fitzgerald 
v. Seamans , supra, 334 F. Supp. at 693, "operative facts" as 


issued by the 6th Circuit means facts: 

. . . so material in character that the 

knowledge of a basis for, or intelligent 
prosecution of, the cause of action was 
■ precluded .. .. . Mere ignorance of evid¬ 

entiary details, although such information 
might be useful at trial, will not suffice. 
' .[Citations Omitted]. • 


Bearing in mind that plaintiff's claims, if any, .in this 
action are on the overt acts alleged and not on the conspiracy 
itself, it is clear from the face of the complaint that plain¬ 
tiff has failed to properly allege fraudulent concealment, be- -• 


cause he has not 
facts indicating 
Rather, plaintiff 
existence of "the 


alleged a failure to discover the material 
the occurence of the overt acts alleged herein, 
alleges only that he did not discover the 

V 

co nspir acy " prior to February of 1575. The 


complaint is, thus, barred on its face by the applicable 
statute of limitations and plaintiff’s laches and should 
therefore be dismissed. 

Moreover, as we show below, plaintiff's failure to 
properly allege fraudulent concealment is more than a pleading 
oversight, as undisputed facts established by plaintiff's own 


discovery responses demonstrate that before the limitations 
period, plaintiff knew all of the facts, excepting minor evi¬ 
dentiary details, upon which he relies in bringing this 


action. 


tile concealment of the "conspiracy" alone would be in¬ 
sufficient to establish "fraudulent concealment", it is importer, 
to note, that plaintiff's allegations that he did not discover 
the "conspiracy" alleged in his complaint is contradicted by 
his own statements appearing in his newspaper column as early as 
October 17, 1972, in which, as here, he claims a conspiracy with 
the specific objectives of discrediting him and attempting to 
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The first overt act alleged by plaintiff's complaint is 
an investigation allegedly occuring shortly after plaintiff's 
December, 1971 columns on India-Pakistan, consisting of: (1) 
an alleged investigation of persons not plaintiff's sources 
and (2) an investigation of plaintiff. Plaintiff bases his 
allegations as to the first matter upon facts known to him 
in June and July of 1973 and must, of course, have verified 
these facts by July 22, 1973, when he wrote an article about 
such an investigation. Facts, I-C. The only "fact" which 
plaintiff claims he learned after September 27, 1973 is that 
persons other than plaintiff were wiretapped•in connection with 
this investigation.-• --Insofar-- : a-s-plaintiff --clai-ms- damages from 
the investigation—of thesetther persons', the . alleged fact that- 
wiretaps were employed is immaterial. “ f 

Plaintiff next alleges DOD investigatons of plaintiff and 
FBI investigations of former DOD employee Eugene SMith "be¬ 
ginning in 1971." Plaintiff can make no claim of fraudulent con¬ 
cealment as to the Eugene Smith matter because each fact upon 
which such allegations purport to be based was known by him be¬ 
fore September 27, 1973. Facts, I-E. Despite the several times 
( e.g. Complaint, Answers to Interrogatories) plaintiff has been 
required to state the basis for his claim arising out of the DOD 
investigations, we to date know virtually nothing about those 
investigations except that plaintiff has no basis to even al¬ 
lege any wrongdoing involved therein. 

Plaintiff nex't alleges a three-part scheme to damage his 
reputation . Facts, 1-1. Because plaintiff knew the "basis" 
for his allegations as to the first aspect of the "scheme," 
the Dita Beard investigation, in March, 1972, no claim of 
fraudulent concealment can survive as to this matter, whether 
the one-year or three year limitations period is applied. 

Because plaintiff knew or should have known the basis for his 
allegations of the Ulasewicz-Caulfield investigations (Complaint 
para. 6) and of the Magruder-Liddy investigation of plaintiff's 
dealings with a Maryland college (Complaint, para. 19) the 







second and third parts of the "scheme" to discredit plaintiff, 
in 1974, the one-year statute of limitations applicable to 
slander and related torts precludes plaintiff's claim for . 

•,v 

fraudulent concealment of these matters. Facts, I-E-2 and 3. 

Two other attempts to damage plaintiff's reputation are 
alleged in other parts of the complaint. The first is the 
"Battista" matter allegedly involving defendants Colson and 
Dean (Facts, I-J); and, secondly, the alleged providing to 
plaintiff of false information which he subsequently published 
(Facts, I-K). Plaintiff's claim of concealment of these 


matters fails..because plaintiff knew the only-fact. upon which 
he -bases the, first allegation, in "June pry July 1973"..(Facts. 
I-J).- and.-, they "basis" the .second matter in February;; of i?7.4,. 

well, beyond.-the one-.year -limitation’s- period. Facts, I-K. 

Plaintiff also is precluded from claiming fraudulent con¬ 
cealment of the BIA investigation because each fact upon which 
plaintiff bases his allegations as to this matter were known 
by July, 1973. Facts, I-L, sup ra. 

The final matter for which plaintiff seeks recovery in 
this action is his allegation that pursuant to the conspiracy 
allegedly controlled in the White House, the CIA conducted an 
investigation of plaintiff. Each fact upon which plaintiff 
bases this allegation, with one immaterial exception, was known 
e to him by his own observation in 1972. Facts, I-N. supra. 


^/Plaintiff claims to have learned "only recently" of an C.\)- 
leged investigtion by defendant Ulasewi.cz into plaintiff's re¬ 
lationship with Kirkland Hall College, which plaintiff admits 
was made public .in the Watergate Committee's Final Report in 


1974. Even when a proper claim of fraudulent concealment is 
established for soihe period of time, the statute of limitations 
begins to run as soon as plaintiff with x*easonable diligence 
could have discovered the basis of the lav7su.it. Fitz ger ald v. 
Seamans (C.A.D.C.), supra, Slip Opinion at p. 14. As plaintiff 
apparently examined the Committee's Final .Report in 1974, and ir 
particular the sections thereof on the Ulasewicz-Caulfield in- 
' vestigations, his apparent oversight demonstrating a lack of 
diligence, estops him from claiming a fraudulent concealment of 
this alleged matter. 
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Indeed, plaintiff wrote several columns in 1972 describing what 
he now alleges. Facts, I-L. The only fact lie did not know 
was the precise identity of the Executive Branch agency actually 
doing the surveillance. The immateriality of the fact is clearly 
demonstrated by the recent Court of Appeals decision in 

Fitzgercild v. Seamans , supra . Appendix A. There plaintiff i 

I 

A. Ernest Fitzgerald brought a civil action against, inter ' 

alia , officials of the United States -Air Force. 

The Court of Appeals held that plaintiff's knowledge 
of the material facts indicating a cause of a.ct.ion as to : 

higher ranking Air Force officials precluded any claim that 
the statute of limitations was tolled as to lower-ranking 
officials, whose participation in the alleged "conspiracy" 
was unknown to plaintiff until within the three-year lim.i- . 
tations period. The Court's reasoning,is particularly 
apropos here: 

Appellant had failed to bring timely 
action against the higher Air Force 
and Defense officials, although he 

knew of their actions and statements l 

and had at least constructive know¬ 
ledge of grounds for the late lodged ■ 

suit; it would be anomalous and unjust i 

to allow appellant to begin an action j 

against lesser fry merely because their I 

identity and participation were earlier I 

unknown. The matter would stand dif- • 

ferently if appellant had proceeded • 

with diligence within the three-year ;• 

periodj by suing those conspirators 

known to him at the time, and later ; 

sought to add other participants whose j 

identity he learned in the course of j 

that suit. [ Fit z gerald v. Seam fins , j 

supr a, Slip Opinion at p. 17-18.]. ! 
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By parallel reasoning, plaintiff's right of action against 
all of the alleged coconspirators is barred by his inexclusable 
delay. Like plaintiff Fitzgerald, plaintiff'in this action 
apparently knew all the material "facts" upon which his allega¬ 
tions are based, prior to three years before this lawsuit. 

Indeed, he held made virtually identical charges in his newspaper 
column nearly four years ago, except that he failed to accurately 
identify the "lesser fry" involved. Just as with plaintiff 
Fitzgerald, this matter might stand differently if plaintiff 
had proceeded with diligence during the almost four and one half ' 
years he claims he knew- of the "verified facts" .upon which these 
charges are based. Indeed, if there is any merit to plaintiff's 
charges of conspiracy—and there is not—had plaintiff proceeded 
appropriately and sued those "at the top" of his alleged con¬ 
spiracy he could easily have sought to add the other alleged par-' 
ticipants whose identity he learned‘in the course of the suit. 
Just as in Fitzgerald , plaintiff's claim of fraudulent conceal¬ 
ment must fail. 


In summary, if plaintiff has actionable claims based upon 
the overt acts alleged in the complaint herein, he knew of all 
of the material facts indicating the existence of those claims 
at a time more them the limitations'period prior to the filing 
of this action. Moreover, his lengthy delay in filing this 
action must be presumed to have--and has in fact—caused sub- 

o 

stantial prejudice to the federal agency defendants. This action 

is therefore time-barred by the statute of limitations and under 

the equitable, doctrine of laches. '* r ) 

III. The Allegations of Plaintiff's Complaint. Fail To 
State A Claim Upon Which Relief May Be Granted 


A. 


The 


Plaintiff 


v i o 1 a t i o n o f h i s 


Cqmplaint Does Not Set Forth A Violation 
Of_P 1 aj.ntiffs C ons titutiona l Ri gh ts 

claims in this action are premised upon alleged 

(1) Fourth Amendment rights and the related 
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right to privacy; and (2) an alleged First Amendment right to 
the unfettered receipt of non-public information through his 
"sources."—' This latter claim is based upon alleged attempts 
to (1) undermine plaintiff's credibility; and (2) to shut off 
plaintiff's news sources. 

Plaintiff clearly has not alleged a violation of his First 
Amendment rights. Insofar as his First Amendment claim is based 
upon alleged attempts to diminish plaintiff's credibility, the 
claim is surely frivolous. The First Amendment---indeed the 
Constitution as a whole—will be searched in vain for any con¬ 
stitutional guarantee that the public accept a news reporter's 
columns as accurate. 

The second aspect of plaintiff's First Amendment, claim is 
the attempted assertion of a right to receive through "sources," 
information that is not generally available to the public. 

However, the Supreme Court has explicitly rejected recognition 
of such a right in language that could hardly be clearer: "the 
First Amendment does not guarantee the press a constitutional 
right of special access to information not available to the public 
generally. Pell v. Procunie r, 417 U.S. 833 (1974); Branzburg v. 
Hayes , 408 U.S. 665, 684 (1972). 

Moreover, plaintiff has not alleged any injury to such 
"rights." Indeed, plaintiff does not allege that his credibility 
has been diminished or that any source has failed to provide 

. 'k'k / 

him information as a result of the actions of the defendants.— 


*_/ Plaintiff also! claims that interference with his rights to 
life, liberty and property without due process of law. However, 
this claim is in fact subsumed by his Fourth Amendment.right 
to privacy, and First Amendment claims and is addressed in con¬ 
nection with those claims. 


**/ Indeed, any such claim would be highly speculative in light 
of plaintiff's allegation that each person who was the alleged 
target of the defendants' activities was not a source of plain¬ 
tiff information. For, even if the defendants took the actions 
they are alleged to have taken against persons not plaintiff's 
sources of information, we do not understand how, in light of 
plaintiff's other allegations in the complaint, this can be said 
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Plaintiff's conclusory allegations that he was "investigated 
by the "Plumbers," DOD, or defendants Caulfield and Ulasewicz 
certainly fail to state such a claim. See generally, Katz v. 

v- 

U nlted States , 389 U.S. 347 (1967). Were there any substance 
to plaintiff's allegations of unlawful wiretapping or electronic 
surveillance, it may be conceded for purposes of this motion 
that as to those aspects of his complaint , plaintiff has at least 
stated a colorable claim to a.n infringement of his privacy. 
However., -plaintiff' s claims, of any-form, of electronic - surveil¬ 
lance are. based -upon -pure, speculation,-are not;-well-pleaded:-facts 
and are not", “therefore? admitted-!: or .purposes . ofrhis-motion'.'t 
--C*£ In .summary, plaintiff has failed to meet his initial duty 
in this action of alleging a violation of any constitutional 
right and has therefore failed to state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. 

B. Plaintiff's Stale Allegations Of Past 
Misconduct Do Not Provide A Basis For 
_Injunctive Relief__ 


Plaintiff's claim in this action is based upon an alleged 


jV The same is true of plaintiff's allegations that the FBI 
and the Department of Justice passed on information about 
plaintiff to others |in Government. Plaintiff does not even 
allege on information and belief that such information was 
obtained through means violating his privacy. 
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conspiracy ending approximately three years ago. Indeed, most 
of the matters raised in the complaint are alleged to have 
occurred between five and six years ago. All of the defendants 


accused in the corapladnt of any wrongful action left the Govern¬ 
ment of the United States more than two years prior to the com¬ 
mencement of this action. 

This Court (Corcoran, J.) has recently summarized several 

principles of lav/ applicable to any claim for injunctive relief: 

Injunctive relief is appropriate only 
"to prevent existing or presently 
threatened injuries" and "will not be 
granted against something merely feared 
as liable to occur at some indefinite 
time in the future." * * * The injury 
complained of must be of such imminence 
that there is a "clear and present" need 
for equitable relief to prevent irrepar¬ 
able harm. * * * And the required 
showing of irreparable injury is not 
eliminated si mply b y virtue of a clai m 
a lleging violation of statutory or con - 
stitutional rights. [Ashland Oil Co. 
v. PTC ,' 409 FTSupp.” 297 (D.D.C. 1976).] 

[Citations omitted and emphasis supplied.] 

A court of equity does not enjoin an act not about to take place 

N. W. Controls, Inc, v. Outboard Marine Corporation, 317 F.Supp. 


693 (D. Del. 1970). 

These principles are dispositive of plaintiff's claims for 
injunctive relief. There is not so much as an allegation in the 
complaint that any of the five agencies whose principle officers 
are sued in this action for injunctive relief are about to take 


any action against plaintiff, 
pre sidentia1 admin.i stration s 


Indeed, after tv/o changes in 
and several changes in the leader- 


ship of each of these agencies, any claim of threatened or im¬ 
mediate injury based upon alleged acts occurring—at the very 

latest—nearly three vears ago, would be entirely frivolous. 

! “ 

This case is the very antithesis of an appropriate case for in- 


j unctive relief. 
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c. 


Injunctive Relief .lav Hot Be Awarded 
In This Action In The Highly Unlikely 
Event That Plaintiff Can Prove An 
Imminent Threat Of Injury _ 


Fundamental problems with framing any meaningful injunction 
in this case demonstrate why this Court may not enter any injunc¬ 
tion herein. Plaintiff's prayer for relief is extremely vague. 


The court is requested by plaintiff to enjoin each of the federal 
agency defendants: 

* * * from interfering or attempting 
to interfere with plaintiff's function 
and activities as a reporter * * * 
either by acts directed against plain¬ 
tiff or by acts directed against persons 
believed to be sources of information 
for plaintiff. [Complaint, para. 25.] 

If this'--’prayer ■'for' -relief has any meaning at" all as to the . 
IRS, for insiahce-r'-it -must meam that- IRSnisvisbughti to be enjoined 
f rom auditing- or- jinv_esi.iga:ting-gtKej-.plain;tiffi or anyone ’’believed 
to be" his source..’ '; Such -an .injunction -is f latly- prohibited by 
the anti-injunction 'statute, Int . Rev. Code of 1954 , § 7421, 

26 U.S.C. § 7421,. as it would effectively insulate plaintiff and 
his news sources from the assessment or collection of taxes. 


This attempt to create very special privileges for plaintiff and 
his "sources" is prohibited. Bob Jones University v. Simon , 416 
U.S. 725 (1974); Alexander v. Americans United , 416 U.S. 752 

(1974). 

The Department of Justice is accused only of calling wit¬ 
nesses to testify before a grand jury and investigating the 

l 

authenticity of a ^memorandum introduced at Congressional hearing, 
on the confirmation of the Attorney General. It can't seriously 
be argued that this Court may enjoin the Department in its prose¬ 
cutive function of obtaining grand jury testimony or from inves¬ 
tigating the authenticity of charges made against the Department 
and the Attorney General in proceedings before Congress. Surely 
the FBI may not be enjoined from the investigation and arrest 
of anyone associated with plaintiff who is suspected of violating 


42 


Greenberg/Gray-4670 








the crimina.1 lav/. Nor may the CIA be enjoined from observing 
and collecting what is available to the public generally. And 
what is thee State Department, which is accused of nothing, to be 
enjoined from? The injunctive relief sought by plaintiff is 
wholly inappropriate and his claim therefor should be denied. 

Plaintiff has not properly alleged any violation of any 
constitutional rights. Nor has he established any of the funda¬ 
mental prerequisites to injunctive relief. Finally, no meaning¬ 
ful injunction such as is sought by plaintiff may be properly 
framed in this action. Plaintiff has therefore failed to state 
a claim for either money damages or injunctive relief and the 
complaint must, therefore, be dismissed. F.R.Civ.P. 8, 11, and 
12(b)(6). 

IV- THIS COURT LACKS JURISDICTION OVER 
THE PERSON OF DEFENDANTS BECAUSE OF 
INSUFFICIENCY OF SERVICE OF PROCESS 

This final argument asserted by the moving defendants is 

£ - 

not one which the Court must necessarily reach in order to grant 
defendants' motion. The Court can and should dismiss the com¬ 
plaint on the basis of the preceding arguments. The defect of 
insufficiency of service of process does exist, however, and does 
serve to deprive the Court of jurisdiction over the person of 
several of the defendants. Subsequent to the filing of a Motion 
to Dismiss on January 17, 1977, by defendant Richard M. Nixon on 
grounds of lack of personal jurisdiction and improper venue, 
plaintiff amended his complaint to allege that the "conspiracy" 
.was formed "in the District of Columbia * * * " and that "various 
of the overt acts * * * " were "carried out * * * within the. 
District of Columbia." (Amendment No. 2 to the Complaint.) 

Plaintiff apparently seeks to rely on 13 D.C. Code, § 423- 
(a)(3) as the statutory authority for service of process on 
nonresident defendants: 

(a) a District of Columbia Court may 
exercise personal jurisdiction over 
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a person who acts directly or by an agent 
as a claim for relief arising from, the 
person's— 

* -A- * 

(b) causing tortious injury in the 
District of Columbia by an act or omis¬ 
sion in the District of Columbia. 

Plaintiff has an affirmative duty to allege sufficient facts to 

establish jurisdiction over the person of each defendant for each 

act for which he seeks to hold that defendant liable. See , 

e.g., W illiam s v. Vic k Che mical C o mpany , 279 P.Supp. 833 (S.D. 

Iowa 1967); Ke ckler v. Brook w ood Country Club , 248 F.Supp. 645 

(N..D. Ill. 1965) „ 

The caption of the complaint in this case is ample evidence 
that no one of the individual moving defendants was or is a 
resident of the District of Columbia. The returns of service 
filed in this case do not show personal service on any moving 
defendant within the District. Raving failed to allege a basis 
for long-arm jurisdiction over these non-resident defendants for 
all of the matters for which plaintiff seeks to hold them liable, 
this action should be dismissed as to defendants Colson, Dean, 
Gray, Helms, Kleindeinst, Krogh and Mardian due to insufficiency 
of service of process. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, defendants' Motion to Dismiss 
°or, In the Alternative, for Summary Judgment should be granted. 

Respectfully submitted, 

■ BARBARA ALLLN"BABCOCK 

Assistant Attorney General 


EMIL J. GILBERT 
United States Attorney 

DAVID~J. ANDERSON 
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ROBERT J. FRANZINGER ' 


JOHN BARG 


SANDRA SC HR A IBM AN " ” . 

Attorneys, Department of. Justice 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue,. N. 
Washington, D- C. 20530 
Telephone: 202-739-3385 
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ROBERT J. FRANZiNGER 


JOHN BARG 

SANDRA "SCHRAIBMAN” 

Attorneys, Department of Justice 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.lv. 
Washington, D. C. 20530 
Telephone: 202-739-3385 
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Notice: This opinion is subject to lorara! revision *fora 
in the Federal Bcnorlor or U.S . App. D.C, f ;. yy M ’ 

to notify the Clerk of any formal errors in oroer tn-t co.-cc.ions j f 
made before the bound volumes go to press. j 


Imteh glairs ffinnrt nf Apprals 

FOE THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


No. 75-1032 

A. Ernest Fitzgerald, appellant 


Robert C. Seamans, Jr., et al. 



Appeal from tlie United States District Couit 
for the District of Columbia 

(D.C. Civil 74-178) 

w Argued January 16, 1376 

Decided February 23, 1977 

John Bodner, Jr., with whom John F. Bruce, William 
L. Sollee and Ralph J. Temple, were on the brief for ap¬ 
pellant. Melvin L. Wulf also entered an appearance for 
appellant. 


John M. Kelson, Attorney, Department of Justice, of 
the bar of the Supreme Court of Micnigan, pro hoc vice, 
by special leave of court, with whom Rex E. Lee, Assist- 












ant Attorney General, Earl J. Silbert, United States 
Attorney, Morton Hollander.;and William Ranter, Attor¬ 
neys. Department of Justice, were on the brief for ap¬ 
pellees. 

Before: Leventhal and WlLKEY, Circuit Judges and 
Bryan,* United States District Judge for the 
Eastern District of Virginia 

Opinion for the Court filed by Circuit Judge Leventhal. 

Leventhal, Circuit Judge: The District Court found 
the three year statute of limitations barred the main¬ 
tenance of a damage action* against officials of the Air 
Force and the Executive Branch for participation in a 
conspiracy to deprive plaintiff of his civilian position with 
the Air Force and his constitutional rights, Fitzgerald 
v. Seamans, S84 F. Supp. 6S8 (D.D.C. 1974). We affirm 
summary judgment in favor of the Department of De¬ 
fense appellees; we remand for further factual develop¬ 
ment the action against the named White House defendant. 

I. Summary of Proceedings 


Appellant A. Ernest Fitzgerald was Deputy for Man¬ 
agement Systems in the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force for Financial Management from Sep---"' 
tember 20, 1965 until termination of his employment 
on January 5, 1970. His responsibility was cost analysis 


of major weapon systems acquisition. On November 13, 
1968, Fitzgerald testified on military procurement cost 


problems before the Subcommittee on Economy in Govern¬ 


ment of the. Joint Economic Committee of Congress. His 
testimony was notable for his revelation of a potential 
$2 billion cost overrun on the C-5A transport plane.. On 
November 4, 1969, Fitzgerald, was notified that his job 
had been abolished in a reduction in force, economy re- 



* Sitting by designation pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 292(d). 
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organization, a termination that became effective January 
5, 1970. | 

Fitzgerald appealed this termination to the Civil Serv¬ 
ice Commission (CSC) in a letter dated January 20, 
1970. He complained that he had been the victim of; a 
discharge improperly motivated by his congressional testi¬ 
mony, entitling him to reinstatement and back pay. The 
CSC began closed hearings on the appeal on May 4, 1971. 
Fitzgerald demanded open hearings; this was refused. 
He sought and obtained an injunction against closed 
hearings, Fitzgerald v. Hampton, 152 U.S.App.D.C. 1, 
467 F.2d 755 (1972). Public hearings were held be- 
.. tween January 26 and May 3, 1973. On September 18, 
1973, the CSC Chief Appeals Examiner issued a decision 
that Fitzgerald be reinstated to his original or an equiva¬ 
lent job, with back pay, based on the Examiner’s finding: 

that the agency’s decision to abolish Mr. Fitzgerald’s 
position and to include him in the Project 703 
reduction-in-force improperly resulted from and was 
influenced by reasons purely personal to the appel¬ 
lant; and was for the purpose of terminating his 
employment with the Air Force. 1 

This decision was not appealed and thus became bind¬ 
ing. Effective December 10, 1973, Fitzgerald was rein¬ 
stated and simultaneously, reassigned, back in the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Financial 
Management, but in a different position, as Deputy for 
Productivity Management. 2 

1 Decision of CSC Chief Apoeals Examiner, September 18, 
1973 at 19-20. 

2 Fitzgerald appealed this reassignment as not in compli¬ 
ance with the CSC recommendation and constituting an ad¬ 
verse personnel action. The CSC denied the appeal without 
a hearing. On appeal to the district court, the case was re¬ 
manded for hearings on the issue of job equivalency. Fitz- 

- gerald v. Hampton, 383 F. Supp. 823 (D.D.C'. 1974). The 







4 


On January 25, 1974, Fitzgerald filed suit in the 
district court for $500,000 in. compensatory damages and 
$3,000,000 in punitive damages, alleging a conspiracy to 
deprive him of constitutional- and statutory rights re¬ 
sulting in permanent injury to his career and personal 
injury to his dignity, privacy, and reputation, as well 
as mental anguish. 


The parties agree that the statute of limitations ap- 
plicable to this case is that of D.C. Code §12-301(8) 
(1973), which establishes a three year limitations period 
for actions not otherwise enumerated. The District Court 


agreed, citing Macklin v. Spector Freight Systems , Inc., 
.156 U.S.App.D.C. 69, 84, 478 F.2d 979, 994 (1973). 3 
We affirm that ruling. 


To avoid the limitations bar, more than three years 
having elapsed between his discharge and the filing of 
his action, appellant advances three grounds for excep¬ 
tion to operation of the statute of limitations: (1) 
realization of injury from a past wrong, for harm which 
was too speculative at the time of the wrong to be 
actionable, Zenith Radio Corp. v. Hazeitins Research, 
Inc., 401 U.S. 321 (1971) ; (2) fraudulent concealment of 
the cause of action, Holmberg v. Armbrecht, 327 U.S. 392 
(1946); and (3) continuing conspiracy to deny appellant 
employment and to cover up the conspiracy. 


CSC Appeals Office held hearings in .June 1975. On June 18, 
197-5, the CSC Chief Appeals Officer found that the reassign¬ 
ment was in compliance with the September 18, 1973 direc¬ 
tive. This decision is being: appealed to the district court. 

3 Where a federal cause of action does not contain its own 
statute of limitations, the analogous local limitations period 
is grafted on as a general rule. Johnson v. Railway Express 
Agency, 421 U.S. 454, 462 (1975) ; United Automobile Work¬ 
ers v. Hoosier Cardinal Corp., 383 U.S. 696, 701-05 (1966); 
Fitzgerald v. Seamans, snvra, 384 F. Supp. at 690. 
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5 I. 

II. Allegations 

The defendants moved in the district court for sum- ! 
mary judgment on the basis of affidavits and a state- ; 
ment of material facts as to which there is no genuine ; 
issue. In opposition, plaintiff responded with affidavits, 1 
principally his own, and a statement of geninue. issues, j 
Donofrio v. Camp, 152 U.S.App.D.C. 280, 283, 470 F.2d * 
428,431 (1972). ‘ j 

In order to determine whether there is any dispute J 
which'makes summary judgment improper, on any of the ; 
the three asserted theories, we review appellant’s allega- > 
tions as reflected in his affidavits. The rule is that his ; 
affidavits must be taken as true—with all disputes re- : 
solved in favor of the party opposing summary judgment. j 
His affidavits ran as follows: ■. ■. 

Fitzgerald’s Affidavits 

Fitzgerald testified before the Subcommittee on Economy 
in Government at the request of its chairman, Senator 
William Proxmire. The Air Force reluctantly agreed to 
his appearance as a backup witness, with no prepared 
text. He disclosed the potential for a $2 billion cost over¬ 
run on the C-5A transport plane. 

After his testimony, Fitzgerald was socially and pro- ! 
fessionally ostracized at the Pentagon. Many of his tasks 
and functions were removed, including most of his C-5A 
responsibilities, and he was given no significant new as¬ 
signments. Two months after his testimony, on January 
6, 1969, a memorandum was prepared by John Lang, 
Administrative Secretary to the Secretary of the Air 
Force, outlining three w r ays “which could result in Mr. 
Fitzgerald’s departure.” One of these ways was the 
reduction-in-force method which was later put into effect. 
Fitzgerald became aware of this memo two days later 
When his superior show r eu it to him to indicate that he 





6 


was “no longer useful” to the Air Force,-as a result of 
his testimony and the ensuing publicity. In late May and 
early June of 19G9, Fitzgerald testified four times before 
the House Armed Services Committee and the Joint 
Economic Committee at their request. 

On May 7, 19G9, appellee Robert Seamans, Secretary 
of the Air Force,. told the House Armed Services Com¬ 
mittee in closed session.of his dissatisfaction with Fitz¬ 
gerald’s work and accused him of leaking “confidential 
documents” to members of Congress, as well as spending 
government time on other than official duty, i.e., talking 
to Congress. Six months later, in hearings on Fitzgerald’s 
dismissal by the ■ Subcommittee on Economy in Govern¬ 
ment of the Joint Economic Committee, Secretary Sea¬ 
mans partially retracted the leakage charge, indicating 
that there had been no security violation, but rather that 
his concern was with following proper channels for trans¬ 
mitting information to Congress. 

In May, 1969, an investigation of Fitzgerald was be¬ 
gun by appellee General Joseph Cappucci, Director of 
Special Investigations in the Air Force. Various Air 
Force employees who knew Fitzgerald were interviewed 
and made nonspecific derogatory statements about him. 
The only specific charge—a conflict of interest through 
continued ownership of stock in Performance Technology 
Corporation, a consulting firm on weapons system man¬ 
agement which Fitzgerald founded before joining the Air 
Force—was not substantiated and dropped. In November, 
1969, Congressman William Moorhead became aware of 
the investigation file and requested to see it. The file 
provided to him (and later to Senator Proxmire) con¬ 
tained only the four derogatory interviews (with the 
informants’ identities deleted). Missing from the file as 
thus transmitted were the general background material 
that had been compiled and the statement of Leonard 
Marks, Fitzgerald’s former superior as Assistant Secre¬ 
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tary of the Air Force, which was favorable to Fitzgerald 
and cleared him of any conflict of interest. 

In June, 1969, appellee Spencer Schedler became Fitz¬ 
gerald’s supervisor as Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force for Financial Management. At about the same 
time, Fitzgerald met with then Secretary of Defense, 
appellee Melvin Laird. Laird told Fitzgerald that he had 
become “a personnel problem” and that the incoming 
Assistant Secretary Schedler would be allowed to reor- ' 
ganize his office and pick his deputies. This made it clear . 
to Fitzgerald that his employment would soon be termi- • 
nated. RIF Project 703 carried out the reduction in 
force in the fall of 1969 and Fitzgerald’s position was 
abolished. He was informed of this termination on No-; 
vember 4, 1969, to be effective January 5, 1970. j 

Appellees Seamans, Schedler, and Laird contacted Con- j 
gressmen and' Senators in November, 1969 in response ! 
to the reaction to Fitzgerald’s layoff. Seamans and 
Schedler explained that it was due to Fitzgerald’s not 
being “a team player.” Secretary Laird stated in test- ; 
timony to the House Appropriations Committee that Fitz- ! 
gerald had been “fired” although his C-5A estimates 
were correct. 

On January 20, 1970, Fitzgerald appealed his termi¬ 
nation to the Civil Service Commission. The pursuit 
of this appeal through reinstatement, reassignment, and : 
contest of the equivalency of ; the reassignment has been 
set out, supra note 2. What is significant for present ' 
purposes is that all the allegations set out above are 
substantially contained in Fitzgerald’s CSC appeal letter, 
including the charge that he was illegally fired in retalia¬ 
tion for his November, 1968 testimony on the C-5A and 
that he had been harassed and intimidated by Air Force 
officials. 






s 


White House Staff Involvement 

In the course of the CSC hearings held between Jan¬ 
uary 26 and March 3, 1973, indications appeared of 
White House involvement in Fitzgerald’s dismissal. Sec¬ 
retary Seamans refused to discuss conversations he had 
had outside of the Department of Defense, invoking ex-. 
ecutive .privilege. However, he inadvertently testified 
that ‘‘I did receive advice from the—White House at some 
period prior to Mr. Fitzgerald’s job being abolished.” * 

Immediately after the announcement of Fitzgerald’s dis¬ 
missal in November, 1969, Clark Mollenhoff, then Deputy 
Counsel to the President, began investigating the reasons 
and justification for the dismissal, in his role as ombuds¬ 
man and because of the adverse political consequences if 
• the dismissal were not publicly justified. Mollenhoff met 
with Assistant Secretary of the Air Force Schedler and 
Schedler’s assistant, Colonel James Pewitt. They gave as 
reasons for getting rid of Fitzgerald the “not a team 
player” characterization and unspecified charges of se¬ 
curity violations and conflict of interest. Mollenhoff was 
promised a report spelling out the charges against Fitz¬ 
gerald, but it never materialized. Thereafter, Mollenhoff 
wrote intra-White House memoranda calling attention 
to the Air Force’s misjudgment of the case against Fitz¬ 
gerald. Mollenhoff advocated that, unless a strong case 
of Fitzgerald’s professional deficiencies could be made, 
the embarrassment of appearing to persecute Fitzgerald 
for his testimony be avoided by finding him another 
responsible post in the Defense Department. 

On August 31. 1973, in the course of the Watergate 
hearings of the Senate Select Committee on Presidential 
Campaign Activities, a memorandum written by appellee 
Alexander P. Butterfield on January 20, 1970 was made 
public. In January, 1970, Butterfield was Deputy Assist- 

* Fitzgerald Affidavit, July 22. 1974 at 46, 54, App. 61, 69. 
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ant to the President, serving as an aide to H. R. Halde- 
man, White House Chief of Staff. Prior to taking that 
position, he had been an Air Force officer for 19 years. 
The memorandum to Mr. Haldeman, with copies to other 
well-known White House officials, presented Butterfield’s 
opinion of Fitzgerald as a “basic nogoodnik,” who “must 
be given very low marks in loyalty.” Fitzgerald Affidavit, 
July 22, 1974, Attachment G, The memorandum recom¬ 
mended : 

We should let him bleed, for a while at least. Any 
rush to pick him up and put him back on the Federal 
payroll would be tantamount to an admission of 
earlier wrong-doing on our part. 

Id. 

Continuing Air Force Hostility 

After Fitzgerald was ordered reinstated by the CSC 
on September 18, 1973, he met with Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force William Woodruff to discuss his restora¬ 
tion. Woodruff told Fitzgerald that he was returning 
“under a cloud” and that it was up to him to “remove 
the stigma” he bore. To remove the stigma, Woodruff 
said Fitzgerald would have to gain the acceptance of the 
staff, including his “enemies” Generals Larry Killpack 
and Du ward Crow, the latter being Comptroller of the 
Air Force and an appellee in this case. 5 Fitzgerald char¬ 
acterizes these statements, as well as his immediate trans¬ 
fer upon reinstatement in December, 1973, as continuing 
retaliatory action by certain Air Force officials. 

III. Basis of Action 

We say a few words about the basis of appellant’s 
action, although we intend no ruling whatever on the 
merits, because it aids in understanding our rulings 

5 Fitzgerald Affidavit, July 22, 1974 at 51-55, App. 69-70. 
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on the limitations issue, particularly in relation to the 
claim, discussed in section IV A, infra, that the policy 
underlying the present action calls for application of the 
Zenith doctrine, 'which in effect permits a deferral of 
suit until damages crystallize. 

Suit was brought on the bases of: . 1) an implied 
cause of action for constitutional violations by govern¬ 
mental officials, 2)-an action based~on 42 U.S.C. §§ 1985 
(3) and ”1986, and 3) the common law of torts, includ¬ 
ing injury to plaintiff’s reputation, dignity, privacy, and 
career, as well as causing him mental distress. No an¬ 
swer has been filed. 

One issue that would arise on the merits is whether 
plaintiff’s action meets the requirement for an action 
based on section 2(3) of the Klu Klux Klan Act of 
1871, now 42 U.S.C. § 1985(3), “that there must be some 
racial, or perhaps otherwise class-based, invidiously dis¬ 
criminatory animus behind the conspirators’ action.” 
Gri ffin v. Breckenridge, 403 U.S. 88, 102 (1971). 

Another issue is the applicability of the doctrine of 
official immunity, either as an absolute immunity under 
Barr v. Matteo, 360 U.S. 564 (1959), or a qualified im¬ 
munity by extension of Scheuer v. Rhodes, 416 U.S. 232, 
247-48 (1974). c 

s Plaintiff’s action is grounded on the assumption that de¬ 
fendants’ actions were beyond “the outer perimeter of [their] 
line of duty.” Barr. 360 U.S. at 575. Plaintiff’s action was 
filed before Rhodes issued, and we need not concern our¬ 
selves with the abstract possibility that Rhodes gave a new 
lease on life to actions that had previously been barred. To 
the extent the action was not time-barred when filed, plain¬ 
tiff may contend that Rhodes defines the defense of immunity, 
and makes that defense available only to one who shows a 
reasonable, good faith belief in the legality of his actions. 
There may be a difference, in applicability, of Rhodes, be¬ 
tween the federal actions and the common lav/ action. 

i 
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In view of these difficulties confronting plaintiff’s civil 
action for damages, not least the defense of official 
immunity, it is hardly surprising that counsel seeking 
to vindicate Fitzgerald focused on the direct proceeding 
for reinstatement and backpay. The availability of that 
administrative remedy is not a reason for failing to con¬ 
sider plaintiff’s claim for judicial relief, if timely filed, 
but neither, as we shall point out, is it a reason for 
unusual solicitude in order to accommodate the late filing i 
or. forge novel exceptions to the statute of repose. j 

IV. Tolling the Statute of Limitations ; 

A. CSC Appeal and Zenith Argument . i 

Appellant does not argue that his filing of an appeal 1 
with the Civil Service Commission and pursuit of an 
administrative, remedy tolls the statute of limitations i 
as it applies to this tort—civil rights damages action. 7 . 
However, he does argue that the CSC proceeding is 
material to the scops of the damages action, and thus to 
the issues as to when the action accrued and his dili- 
genee in pursuing it.. Appellant puts it that when he ' 
undertook his CSC appeal, he expected that he would be 
speedily made whole in his job and reputation, as well 
as back pay. He could not anticipate the long delay due 
to the appeal of the CSC’s closed hearing decision. Due . 
to his long layoff, under a cloud of accusations by some 
of the appellees, and his reassignment to a nonequiva¬ 
lent position (outside of his specialty of major weapons 
systems cost control), his career was permanently in¬ 
jured in a way not remediable by the CSC. In effect, 
appellant argues that his present suit is for the residual 
damage unremedied by the CSC. Since this residue only 

7 See Johnson v. Railway Express Agency. -121 U.S. 454 
(1975) ; Inti. U. of Electr. Radio & Mach. Workers v. Rob¬ 
bins & Myers, 97 S. Ct.-441 (1976). 
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XAt 

accrued during the pendency of the first CSC proceeding, 
between 1970 and 1973, the cause of action only accrued 
then, making appellant’s complaint in January, 1974 
timely. 

The trouble with this theory is twofold: 1) it con¬ 
fuses the wrong and the injury; 2) it overlooks the fact . 

that whatever eause_ of action ap pella nt may have here, ■ • 

it is independent of the CSC remedy and thus cannot • } 

“accrue” as a residuum depending on the timing and y 

outcome of the administrative appeal. We-first discuss 
the second of these points. 

Since appellant.had the option to bring an action for 

the harm done to him by appellees concurrently with his _ 

recourse to the CSC, S he cannot now untimely invoke the 
judicial remedy because the administrative one does not 
make him whole. The choice of whether to pursue one 
remedy or the other, or both, may be difficult, but Fitz¬ 
gerald had the choice, and was not barred from the dam¬ 
ages action by an exhaustion requirement. 8 9 There was 
no guarantee that the CSC route would be successful, 
speedy, or complete. But the administrative and judicial 
remedies were independent. And the limitations period 

8 See cases cited in note 7, supra. See also Brown v. GSA, 

96 S.Ct. 1961 (1976). 

9 We recognize, too, that the filing of a lawsuit might 
tend to deter efforts at conciliation, that lack of success 
in the legal action could weaken the Commission’s efforts 

to induce voluntary compliance, and that a suit is pri- • j 

vately oriented and narrow, rather than broad, in appli- , 

cation, as successful conciliation tends to be. But these j 

are the natural effects of the choice Congress has made 

- available to the claimant by its conferring upon him- 
independent administrative and judicial remedies. The 
choice is a valuable one. Under some circumstances, the 
administrative route may be highly preferred over the • 
litigatory; under 'others, the reverse may be true. 

Johnson, supra. 421 U.S. at 461. 
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ran on the judicial remedy independently of the CSC 
proceeding. 

We turn to appellant’s reliance on Zenith Radio Corp . 
v. Hazeltinc Research Inc., 401 U.S. 321 (1971). In that 
antitrust action, the Supreme Court allowed suit for 
treble damages - for profits lost within the four years 
limitations period prior to the filing of the action, though 
arising from conspiratorial conduct at some prior time, 
where an action brought at the time of the wrongful 
conduct could not have recovered the future profits be¬ 
cause the existence and amount of future profits were 
too speculative. 10 Appellant argues, by analogy, that he 
could 1 not anticipate that the CSC proceeding would not 
quickly make him whole‘and avoid prolonged interference 
with his career development. Thus, even if the wrong 
was fully accomplished by the time of his dismissal, the 
harm that emerged in the succeeding years was too 
speculative to recover.on in advance, so that he should 
now be able to recover for the damage suffered in the 
three years preceeding the filing of the complaint in 
1974. 

The Zenith doctrine arose in and has been confined 
to the area of antitrust treble damage recovery for lost 
profits. The Zenith exception to the statute .of limitations 
is necessitated by the intersection of the traditional re¬ 
quirement of reasonable certainty of proof of lost profits 

10 In antitrust and treble-damage actions, refusal to 
award future profits as too speculative is equivalent to 
holding that no cause of action has yet accrued for any 
but those damages already suffered. In these instances, 
the cause of action for future damages, if they ever oc¬ 
cur, will accrue only on the date they are suffered; 
thereafter the plaintiff may sue to recover them at any 
time within four years from the date they were in¬ 
flicted. 

Zenith, supra, 401 U.S. at 339. 
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and the strong congressional policy in favor of antitrust 
enforcement by private damage suits.” 


Neither of these factors is here present. Assuming 
appellant does have a cause of action, it is based on de¬ 
privation of civil rights and injury to reputation and 
career. These matters are inherently less certain and 
capable of pecuniary evaluation than lost profits. There 
is often uncertainty- as to the damage that will “ensue 
from a defamation, yet the statute of limitations gen¬ 
erally starts running with the publication. Appellant 
was aware of wrongs done at the time of his discharge, 
and the fact of injury was sufficiently plain for his 
cause of action to accrue even though the extent and 
precise nature of the injury had not yet developed. 


(*• 




B. Fraudulent Concealment 

Read into every federal statute of limitations, includ¬ 
ing the adoption of an analogous local statute of limita¬ 
tions, is the equitable doctrine that in case of defend¬ 
ant's fraud or deliberate concealment of material facts 
relating to his wrongdoing, time does not begin to run 
until plaintiff discovers, or by reasonable diligence could 
have discovered, the basis of the lawsuit. Holmberg v. 
A rmbrechi, 327 U.S. 392, 396-97 (1946), Tomaro, v. 
Galt, 511 F.2d GO4, 510 (7th Cir. 1975). This discovery 
of facts standard (with a diligence requirement) has 
been applied, for example, in securities cases dealing 


11 Otherwise future damages that could not be proved 
within four years of the conduct from which they flowed 
would be forever incapable of recovery, contrary to the 
congressional purpose that private actions serve “as a 
bulwark of antitrust enforcement,” and that the anti¬ 
trust laws fully “protect the victims of the forbidden 
practices as well as the public.” 

Zenith, supra, 401 U.S. at 340 (citations omitted). 
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with fraudulent or deceptive practices, 12 and in medical 
malpractice cases, 18 where the “concealment” . element is : 
particularly supported by the combination of fiduciary 
relation and layman’s reliance on experts. We have also ; 
applied the discovery-diligence standard where an em¬ 
ployer, charged with violating the duty to bargain in j 
good faith, has deliberately misstated its business in- j 
tentions. 1 ’ 1 ' I 

We think it appropriate to apply the discovery-diligence i 
standard to this case, where appellant alleges there was j 
a conspiracy to terminate his government service in j 
retaliation for his congressional testimony, and to. con- I 
ceal this by making false accusations to besmirch his 
reputation and by perpetrating the termination in the ’ 
guise of a reduction in force. In the particular case, j 
there is the “aggravation” that appellant has been im- ! 

32 Tomara, supra, 511 F.2d at 510 (fraudulent conceal¬ 
ment by failure to keep records or provide information about 
business) ; Dzenits v. Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, 

494 F.2d 1G8, 172 (10th Cir. 1974) (no summary judgment 
on issue of plaintiff’s constructive knowledge of fraudulent 
“churning”) ; Hupp v. Grey, 500 F.2d 993, 996-97 (7th Cir. 

1974) (drastic drop in stock price provided sufficient notice 
of possibility of fraud to start statute running). 

11 Emmett v. Eastern Dispensary & Casualty Hospital. 130 
U.S.App.D.C. 50, 396 F.2d 931 (1967) ; Jones v. Rogers i 
Memorial Hospital, 143 U.S.App.D.C. 51, 442 F.2d 773 
(1971) ; Casias v. U.S., 532 F.2d 1339 (10th Cir. 1976) ; 
Goodman v. Mead Johnson, 534 F.2d 566 (3rd Cir. 1976), 
cert, denied, 45 U.S.L.W. 345S (Jan. 11, 1977) ; Nardone v. 
Reynolds. 538 F.2d 1131 (5th Cir. 1976) ; Camire v. U.S., 

535 F.2d 749 (2nd Cir. 1976). 

14 Inti. Ladies’ Garment Workers U. v. NLRB, 150 U.S. 
App.D.C. 71, 80, 86, 463 F.2d 907, 916, 922 (1972). See also, 
applying the discovery standard to civil rights actions with 
medical overtones, Cox v. Stanton, 529 F.2d 47, 50 (4th Cir. 

1975) (sterilization) ; Pollard v. U.S., 384 F. Supp. 304, 303 
(M.D. Ala. 1974) (wrongful death from syphilis study). 
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peded in exploring the circumstances of his dismissal 
and its aftermath by invocation of governmental secrecy, 
e.g., the confidential investigation conducted by General 
Cappucci, based on statements of unidentified informants, 
and the invocation of executive privilege in the CSC hear¬ 
ings with respect to communication with the White 
House. Compare Crummier Co. v. DuPont, 255 F.2d 425 
(5th Cir.), cert, denied, 358 U.S. 884 (1958), applying 
the discovery standard' to an alleged antitrust conspiracy 
accomplished by “fraudulent use by the appellees of the 
governmental bodies whose investigations are by law 
largely kept secret. . . Id. at 432. This discovery 
■ standard tends to obviate the danger that dismissed gov- 
' eminent employees will rush to litigation on bare sus- 
'picion that superiors acted in bad faith and outside the 
perimeter of their duties. 

However, we disagree with appellant on the proper 
application of the discovery doctrine to the present case. 
We agree with the district court that Fitzgerald’s appeal 
letter to the CSC demonstrates that, by 1970, he had 
facts in hand sufficient to put him on notice of the 
conspiracy by the Air Force appellees to retaliate against 
him for his congressional testimony. He not only had a 
strong suspicion of the “real” reason for his termina-.. 
tion, he knew that immediately after his testimony he 
was ostracized within the Air Force, his duties were 
shifted, and he was given no new responsibilities; he 
knew of the Kicks memorandum which showed that the 
RIF was only a stratagem for accomplishing his re¬ 
moval; he knew of the investigation of him by General 
Cappucci, and the. false charges of inadequate job per¬ 
formance, security violations, and conflicts of interests 
that were made against him to Congress, both in the 
1969 testimony by Secretary Seamans and by accusa¬ 
tions in the investigatory file provided to Congress. In 
view of the diligence feature ox the discovery doctrine, 
•this was sufficient to put appellant on notice of the con- 
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duct by some Air Force officials which is now asserted 
as the basis for the lawsuit. 15 ! 

. Appellant claims not to have known at the time oi 
the CSC appeal letter of the conspiracy against him, 
ana to have only later learned the identities of some 
of the conspirators and the meetings held concerning 
him. The CSC appeal letter does not use the words of 
conspiracy. What matters is that appellant knew of 
facts and actions pointing toward retaliation by the 
Air Force for his congressional testimony. 

Our affirmance of the summary judgment in favor of 
the defendants includes all the Air Force officials, in¬ 
cluding Colonel Hans Driessnack, whose identity as an 
informant in General Cappucci’s investigation was not 
known to appellant three years before the complaint was 
filed. Appellant had failed to bring timely action against 
the higher Air Force and Defense officials, although he 
knew of their actions and statements and had at least 
constructive knowledge of grounds for the late lodged 
suit; it would be anomalous and unjust to allow appellant 
to begin an action against lesser fry merely because their 
identity and participation were earlier unknown. The 
matter would stand differently if appellant had pro¬ 
ceeded with diligence within the 3-year period by suing 
those conspirators known to him at the time, and later 

13 Compare the summary judgment for the defendant on 
the basis of limitation on a monopolization claim over the 
plaintiff’s fraudulent concealment contention in Weinberger 
v. Retail Credit Co., 498 F.2d 552 (4th Cir. 1974). 

In short, while RCC may have concealed its alleged 
monopolistic position from numerous persons during this 
period, its “deceptive practices and techniques of se¬ 
crecy” effectively concealed very little from Weinberger. 
He knew he had been injured, who was responsible, how 
the injury occurred, and the methods utilized to prevent 
him from discovering the injury. 

Id. at 556. 
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sought to add other participants whose identity he learned 
in the course of that suit. 

.A different situation prevails with respect to appellee 
Butterfield. He is not lesser fry in the Air Force, but a 
person of influence in a different center of power. Noth¬ 
ing in the CSC letter indicates that appellant had any 
knowledge of any White House involvement in his re¬ 
moval. Fitzgeraid’.s CSC appeal letter and Butterfield’s 
memorandum bear, the same date—-January 20, 1970. The 
papers before us do not compel any ruling that as a 
matter of law Fitzgerald should have become aware 
prior to 1873 of the White House deliberations concern¬ 
ing his government employment. When he finally suc¬ 
ceeded in vindicating his right to an open CSC hearing, 
he was met with the assertion by the Air Force witness 
of executive privilege with the respect to White House in¬ 
volvement. Butterfield’s role emerged by happenstance 
during the Watergate hearings. Summary judgment for 
Butterfield on the ground of statute of limitations can¬ 
not stand. This implies no view on whether further 
factual development may show that with diligence plain¬ 
tiff should have known of White House involvement; 
or whether Butterfield’s opposition to moves within the 
White House to find another government job for Fitz¬ 
gerald is an actionable wrong; or whether he has an 
immunity defense. Those are issues on the merits, and 
we only reverse the summary judgment that the action 
against Butterfield is time-barred. 10 

,c Appellant’s complaint named nine defendants and in ad¬ 
dition “Other Persons, Including But Not Limited To One 
Or More White House Aides, Whose Identities Are At This 
Time Unknown To Plaintiff, But Who Are Designated Here¬ 
in. As John Does.” If a mew defendant were discovered, he 
could be added, subject to the requirement of due diligence. 
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C. Continuing Conspiracy 

Appellant seeks to avoid the limitations bar by char- : 
acterizing appellees’ actions as part of a continuing ! 
conspiracy to deprive him of and to prevent his restora- : 
tion to his rightful job. He relies chiefly on Mackiin : 
v. Specter Freight Systems, Inc., 156 U.S.App.D.C. 69, : 
478 F.2d 979 (1873). We held there that appellant’s | 
complaint of racial employment discrimination by an • 
employer and a union constituted an allegation not merely ; 
of an early isolated refusal of employment but a con- i 
tinued discriminatory hiring system which denied ap- ; 
pellant the right of hiring opportunity on a nondiscrimi- ; 
natory basis. The case was bolstered by appellant’s ex- ' 
pectation of a job under a prior grievance decision but ■ 
for the employer’s racially motivated business decision. 17 I 
Appellant claims a similar, expectation of restoration if 1 
his allegations are taken as correct, reinforced by the : 
CSC order of 1973 that he be reinstated in an equivalent 
position. However, as the district court properly stated, 
Fitzgerald v. Seamans, 3S4 F. Supp. at 697, the mere 
failure to right a wrong and make plain tiff whole can¬ 
not be a continuing wrong which toils the statute of 
limitations, for that is the purpose of any lawsuit and 
the exception would obliterate the rule. 

In treble damage actions involving antitrust con- ; 
spiracies, the action accrues at the last overt act causing 

17 MacJdin, supra, 156 U.S.App.D.C. at 77, 478 F.2d at 
987. Sec Williams v. Norfolk & Western By., 530 F.2d 539, 
541-42 (4th C'ir. 1975) which found continuing discrimina¬ 
tion in the deprivation on racial grounds of seniority to rail¬ 
way brakemen dating from a merger fifteen years earlier 
for those still employed at the commencement of the action, 
but not for a plaintiff who had retired more than two years 
(the limitations period) earlier. Accord, Greene v. Carter 
Carburetor Co., 532 F.2d 125, 126 (Sth Cir. 1976). 
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injury. 15 In Undent'ater Storage, Inc. v. United States 
Rubber Co., 125 U.S.App.D.C. 297, 371 F.2d 950 (1966), 
cert, denied, 3S6 U.S. 911 (1967), we allowed recovery 
' for use during the limitations period, of a trade secret 

previously misappropriated, to prevent the misappropria- .- 

tors from “ ‘baptizlingj’ their wrongful actions by gen¬ 
eral publication of the secret.” Id. at 302, 371 F.2d at 
955. This approach to limitation_ox civil conspiracies 
has been adapted to civil conspiracies to violate civil 
rights. Hoffman v. Halden, 268 F.2d 280, 302 (9th 
Cir. 1959), overruled on other grounds, Cohen v. Nonas, 

300 F.2d 24, 30 (9th Cir. 1962). w 

In the present case, appellant’s allegation of a con- 
, -tinning conspiracy is general and conclusory, without 
specification of any retaliatory actions within the limita¬ 
tions period. In his affidavit of September 16, 1974, ap¬ 
pellant alleges failure to be hired by a private employer 
in 1272 due to the well-known attitude of the Department 
of Defense toward him. However, no active steps to 
blackball him are alleged. This would constitute subse¬ 
quent damage resulting from a past wrong. 

Appellant claims that the Air Force officials involved 
in his reassignment in 1973, when he was told that he 
had to satisfy his “enemies,” committed overt acts in the "’ 
continuing retaliatory conspiracy against him. Even apart 
from the fact of the almost complete turnover in the 
Air Force officials involved in Fitzgerald’s reassignment 
in 1973, the allegation raises the claim of a new con- 

15 Compare Pioneer Co. v. Talon, Inc., 462 F.2d 1106 (8th 
. Cir. 1972) with Garelick v. Goerlich, 323 F.2d 854 (6th Cir. 

1963), applying this rule, but differing on the injuriousness 
of defendants’ refusal to deal. 

13 See also DeBobula v. Goss, 90 U.S.App.D.C. 28, 29, 193 
F.2d 35, 36 (1951) ; Mizell v. North Broward Hospital Dist., 

427 F.2d 468, 475 (5th Civ. 1970) ; Bcrgschneider v. Denver, 

446 F.2d 563 (3th Cir. 1971). 
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spiracy—to disobey and frustrate the carrying out of; 
the CSC order—rather than the original one of getting 
him out of the Air Force and depriving him of his good 
reputation by making false accusations. Separate con¬ 
spiracies may not be characterized as a single grand 
conspiracy for procedural advantage.®" • Appellant might 
have a cause of action for any conspiracy to prevent 
his reemployment by the Air Force in good standing. 
However, that would not serve to save the appellant’s 
action for damages caused by the earlier conspiracy. A 
key issue in any claim of a 1973 conspiracy would be 
the equivalency of the job to which he was now reas¬ 
signed,. an issue now before the district court. 31 

The action against appellee Butterfield is remanded 
for further proceedings not inconsistent with this opin¬ 
ion. As to all other appellees the judgment is affirmed. 

So ordered. 





i 




t 


20 Compare Kottaekos v. United States, 328 U.S. 750 (1946) 
(hub and spokes conspiracies) with United States v. Bruno, 
105 F.2d 921 (2nd Cir.), rov’d on other grounds 303 U.S. 
287 (1939) (functionally related parts of a chain of distri¬ 
bution, single conspiracy). See also United States v. Boreili, 
336 F.2d 376. 383 n. 2 (2nd Cir. 1964), cert, denied, 379 
U.S. 960 (1965). 

21 See note 2, supra. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JACK N. ANDERSON, ) 

) 

Plaintiffs, ) 

) 

V. ) CIVIL ACTION NO. 

) 

RICHARD M. NIXON, ) 76-1794 

et al., ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

O R D E R 

This matter having come before the Court on defendants' 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the alternative, for Summary 
Judgment and the Court having found that the complaint 
fails to state a claim against defendants Alexander, Bell, 
Kelley, Turner and Vance upon which injunctive relief may 
be granted and that the complaint as to these defendants 
is barred by laches; that the complaint fails to state a 
claim upon which relief may be granted against defendants 
Colson, Dean, Gray, Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krogh, 
and Mardian and that plaintiff’s complaint as to these 
defendants is barred by the applicable statute of limitations 
and that this Court lacks personal jurisdiction over 
defendants Colson,jDean, Gray, Helms, Kleindienst, Krogh, 
and Mardian as to the matters alleged with respect to them 

by the complaint in this action, it is this _ day 

of _, 1977, hereby 

i 
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ORDERED 

that defendants' Motion be and hereby is granted; 
and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED 

c 

that this action be and hereby is dismissed as to 
defendants Alexander, Bell, Kelley, Turner, Vance, Colson, 
Dean, Gray, Helms, Kissinger, Kleindienst, Krogh, and 
Mardian. 


UNITED-- STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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March, 


1977, I have served a copy of the foregoing Motion, Points 

and Authorities in Support Thereof and Statement Pursuant to 

Local Rule 1-9(g) by mailing postage prepaid to: 

William A. Dobrovir, Esquire 
2005 L Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20036 1 

Joseph Borkin, Esquire 
, 1156 15th Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20005 

Charles A. McNelis 

Ball, Hunt, Hart, Brown & Baerwitz 

120 Linden Avenue 

Long Beach, California 90801 

William A. Snyder, Jr., Esquire 

Thomas W. Coons, Esquire— -- - -— — 

Ober, Grimes & Shriver\- : ~--j-r-v—— -- :r ~ 

1600 Maryland National Bank Bldg. '/~r: ' : 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Plato Cacheris, Esquire 

Hundley & Cacheris, P.C. \ 

Suite 205 

1709 New York Avenue, N.W. , 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Stan Mortenson, Esquire 
Miller, Cassidy, Larocca & Lewin 
Suite 500 

2555 M Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20037 

Lawrence Schwartz, Esquire . 

Stiller, Adler & Schwartz 
1725 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

John J. Wilson, Esquire 
Frank H. Strickler, Esquire 
Whiteford, Hart, Carmody & Wilson 
815 15th Street, N.W. 

Washingtoiji', D. C. 20005 

Jeb Stuart Magruder 

c/o Atheneum Press . 

122 East 42nd Street 
New York, Nev; York 10017 

David R. Young, Jr., Esquire 
Queens College 
Oxford University 
Oxford, England 


■ ^ 

CERTffrlC&TE OF SERVICE 


1 hereby certify that on this 


iday of 
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John J. Caulfield, Esquire 
5205 Concordia Street 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Anthony T. Ulasewicz 
Star Route 

Hadley, New York 12335 

G. Gordon Liddy 
25106 Pembroke Station 
Danbury, Connecticut 06810 

John D. Ehrlichman 
P.O. Box H7994 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

H. R. Haldeman 

443 North McCadden Place 

Los Angeles, California 90004 

Charles A. McNelis, Esquire 
Welch & Morgan 
300 Farragut Bulding 
900 17th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D..C. 20006 


ROBERT J. FRANZINGER 
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Mr. Baker___ 
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JHARLES EDWARD RADFORD II 
SENSITIVE COVERAGE FOR THE WHITE HOUSE 
COVE - ESPIONAGE 




P* 


Mr. Gebhardt_ 

Mr. Jenkins 
Mr. Marshall .Jgj 
filler, ElS.' 

T.lr. Soyaraf^_ 

Mr. Thompson . 

.Mr. Walters— 

Tele. Room_ 

Air. Baise_ 

Mr. Barnes_ 

. Mr. Bowers_ 

Mr. Heringtoii- 

■ Mr. Conmy__ 

Mr. Mintz-_ 

Mr. Eardley 
Mrs. Hogan_ 


t, 

m 


Although completely unrelated in any way to prior requests • 
of the W T hite House for electronic surveillance coverage of White House 
aides and newsmen from 1969 - 1971 in connection with leaks of highly 
classified national security information, captioned matter also related to r 
electronic surveillance coverage of individuals at the specific request of 
the White House. Because of the very sensitive nature of the matter, it is 
: being given a code word ’'COVE - Espionage" and all records and documents 
relating to the matter will be kept in the Associate Director's Office with ; 
access limited to those persons who have received prior individual approval 
from the Director, Associate Director or the Assistant Director in charge of . 
the Intelligence Division. Although index cards will be maintained in the 
general indices of the Bureau, and index cards -will be filed in the Special 
Electronic Surveillance indices, no abstracts will be prepared except in 
correspondence to and from the field and memoranda dated from this date 
forward. 


The genesis of this matter is as follows: On 12/22/71, the 
Attorney General, John N. Mitchell, personally contacted Mr. W. Mark Felt , 
who was then the Deputy Associate Director, and instructed him to " 
institute, after clearing with Mr. Hoover, a telephone surveillance of friyl'Jf 
Charles Edward Radford II, a Navy Yeoman 1st Class assigned to the Joint : 

Chiefs of Staff. Mr. Mitchell said that this instruhtiorvfefim^directly/from •$ y .‘yf 

President Nixon. He called attention to the Jack/Anderson column pf __ 

12/14/71, wherein disclosures were made of conversations between the 
President and Dr. Henry A. Kissinger and between Dr. Kissinger and jij^' 7 o■ i 070 
other high officials at the White House and the State Department. ) ^7 ’ i ' 

. h-O- 1 >*- 

Mitchell said they believed Radford was the leak to Anderson 
of this information. He explained that both Radford and Anderson are 
members of the same church (Mormon) and that their respective wives 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for .the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


were closely associated in church work. Radford was responsible for 
frequent contact with the White House and the National Security Council. 

It was later determined that Radford had been brought to Washington by 
Admiral Moorer, and he was in a position to be privy and have access to 
the type of data being leaked. He had previously worked for Admiral Moorer. 

It was also subsequently learned unofficially that Radford had 
already been confronted by Navy investigators concerning the leaks and 
had, as a matter of fact, already been given polygraph tests concerning : 
the leaks and his association with Jack Anderson. The FBI was not f 

requested to conduct any investigation of the leaks; only to place electronic 
Coverage on Radford. 


Mr. Mitchell told Mr. Felt that the President was gravely 
concerned over this matter and was anxious to ascertain the full extent 
of the security breach. He said that no prosecution was contemplated . 
Mr. MitcheH inquired as to whether Mr. Felt believed physical surveil¬ 
lance might be productive and Mr. Felt replied that it might be productive, 
but also might be very dangerous because if Radford became aware of the 
same and furnished this information to Jack Anderson even more damaging 
columns could result. Mr. Mitchell agreed. *' 

The Attorney General requested to be advised on a day-to- 
day basis of developments in this case. Mr. Felt told Mr. Mitchell that 
reports would be made directly to him and that the matter would be 
handled on a strict "need-to-know" basis in the Bureau. 

After clearing with Mr. Hoover, Mr. Felt instructed you to / 
personally contact the SAC, WFO, and instruct that the coverage be 
instituted as quickly as possible. You were also told to instruct the SAC , 
WFO, that the number of individuals having access to this matter be 
limited on a strict "need-to-know" basis. Mr. Felt instructed that 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller . 

Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


summaries prepared for the Attorney General should be blind and no 
tickler copies should be made . One yellow copy was to be made for 
personal retention of Mr. Felt under maximum security in his office. 
These instructions were modified shortly thereafter so that the original 
blind memorandum was sent to the White House in a sealed envelope 
addressed to "Honorable John D. Ehrlichman - Eyes Only." A copy was 
prepared for the Attorney General, and a yellow file copy for Mr;. Felt's 
retention. 

Only one copy of the logs were prepared by WFO and these 
were delivered on -a daily basis in a sealed envelope to you marked in 
such a manner that it would be opened only by you. No record was 
maintained of the installation by WFO. Only the SAC, Robert Kunkel, 
and Coordinating Security Supervisor, Courtland J. Jones, were fully 
knowledgeable in WFO concerning the coverage. I was the only one in 
the Intelligence Division besides yourself who knew of the coverage. I 
reviewed the logs and prepared the summaries, and I always hand- 
carried them to Mr. Felt, the Director's Office, the Attorney General's 
Office and handed the sealed envelope over to the Liaison Agent for 
delivery to the White House. On two or three occasions, I personally 
delivered the sealed envelopes to the White House and turned them over 
to David Young, who was on Mr. Ehrlichman's staff. As a matter of , 
record, these envelopes were delivered to Young's office by the Liaison 
Agent. We know for a fact that Young was reviewing the summaries and 
he personally informed us that he furnished the summaries to Ehrlichman 

Electronic surveillance coverage was instituted on Radford's 
residence on 12/23/71. In line with the policy which was in effect at 
the time , a leased line letter was prepared for delivery to the C & P 
Telephone Company, and this letter was signed by Mr. Hoover.’ 






orandum to Mr. E. S. Miller . 

Charles Edward Radford II 
Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 








m 






On 1/11/72, the Attorney General called Mr. Felt with 
further reference to the matter of the leak of confidential White House 
memoranda to columnist Jack Anderson. Mr. Mitchell said that this 
matter was far from being resolved and indications were then that other 
persons may be involved. He said that Radford was still a prime suspect. 
Radford was presently en route to his new duty station at Portland, Oregon, 
and he would be staying temporarily with his stepfather, William Frank 
Morgan. The Attorney General requested that a telephone surveillance 
of Radford at his temporary location at the Morgan home be instituted as 
quickly as possible. He requested that results be promptly furnished r = ' 
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/^randum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Charles Edward Radford II 
Sensitive Coverage for the White House .. ■ / . 

COVE - Espionage 

daily to him and to Mr. John D. Ehrlichman at the White House. Upon 
Mr. Hoover's approval, Mr . Felt instructed you to obtain the coverage 
promptly and to exercise the same security precautions as before. 


✓ 



Coverage of Radford in Portland, Oregon, was productive in 
that it established that the Radfords were still in contact with Jack Anderson , 
.althou^^tte^m^^s^i^ns wer<^m^ 

^ Wk. . : y/-,.: ■; ; ... ■ . 

Radford was then transferred permanently to the Naval Reserve 
Training Center at Salem, Oregon, and David Young requested that we 
institute electronic surveillance (wiretap) coverage of Radford both at his 
place of employment and his residence. Young assured us that the Attorney 
General concurred. In order to effect coverage at the Naval Reserve Training 
Center, it was necessary to place coverage on three separate lines going 
into the Naval Reserve Training Center. ' However, no calls were monitored 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Be:.... Charles Edward Radford II . 

Sensitive Coverage for The White House 
COVE - Espionage 


which were obviously not directed to or from Radford. Even so, a large - 
volume of traffic was handled. Coverage was instituted on the Naval 
Reserve Training Center lines 2/4/72, although no calls were monitored 
until opening of business on 2/7/72 when Radford was "scheduled to report 
for duty. Coverage was instituted on the residence of Charles Edward 
Radford II on 2/15/72. . • . - 

. * . * * 

On 2/17/72, David Young' 1 advised" that coverage 

hut that the coverage maintained at both Portland and Salem, 
Oregon, be continued 

Subsequently, at the request of David Young at the White 
Hbuse, coverage on the Naval Reserve Training Center in Salem, Oregon, 
and on William Frank Morgan, Radford's stepfather in Portland, Oregon, 
was discontinued 4/11/72. The coverage on Radford's residence continued, 
however. The;coverage on Radford was finally discontinued on 6/20/72, 
following the Supreme Court decision in the Keith case. It was not 
discontinued on 6/19/72i. as others falling under the Keith rule had been, . 
since we were aWaiting a decision from the White House. 


Although we felt at the time that the Radford case fell within 
the meaning of the Keith rule, and so stated to the White House at the time, 
a reexamination of the facts surrounding the coverage relating to leaks such 
as those involved in the Radford coverage has resulted in a conclusion that Y;r 
this coverage would not have been affected by the Keith decision, inasmuch 
as such coverage was in furtherance of efforts by the President to protect 
national security information, which function was excepted in the Keith 
decision. , -V / : ■ ; 

It is to be noted that in connection with wiretaps placed in 
this instance, no written authority was ever obtained from the Attorney General. 
The initial request came from the Attorney General in personal instructions 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


to Mr. Felt. Each was then approved by Mr. Hoover. Reports prepared 
from review of the logs were delivered to the Attorney General as well as 
the White House, so there was no question at any time that the Attorney 
General was not aware of the coverage. Propriety of the coverage was 
never iii doubt at any time. It was unquestionably related to the national 
security, and the necessity for maintaining the fewest possible records 
relating to the coverage was obvious. This was the reason why no letter 
was sent to the Attorney General requesting and getting individual written 
approvals. This was the reason the coverage was reported by blind 
.memorandum on unwatermarked bond paper. This was the reason the j 
records were retained under heavy security in Mr. Felt's Office. This , j 
was the reason that only a very few persons were privy to the coverage. 
The possibility of our coverage being leaked to Jack Anderson was very 
real and very great, At the time, some of the Bureau's tightly held matters 
were appearing in public print and the need for secrecy was apparent. 

• - .7 „ 

It is to be noted that following John N, Mitchell's resignation 
as Attorney General, no further reports relating to the coverage were 
delivered to the Attorney General's Office. Mr. Felt inquired of Attorney 
General Kleindienst if he desired to continue to get the reports and he 
replied in effect that he did not know anything about the coverage and-did 
not want any reports relating to it. . • - 


Insofar as other records maintained, there were no records in 
the electronic indices. However, Mr. Hoover instructed that the number 
of wiretaps be included in the overall number of wiretaps which was a part 
of his testimony before the Appropriations Subcommittee, and a part of 
the total number which had a definite ceiling. In other words when the total 
number of wiretaps permitted by Mr. Hoover at any given time included one 
of the Radford wiretaps , other national security taps were reduced by this 
-•number. 
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.Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 


1. That an espionage case file be opened on this case and that 
it be hereafter referred to by the code word "GOVE - Espionage." 


■ ■ 


2. That upon being serialized and indexed, this file be 
maintained in the Associate Director's Office under secure-conditions and 
that access to the file be limited to those who have received prior approval 
of the Director, Associate Director or Assistant Director, Intelligence Division. 


•A\ *■ 


3.’ That in accordance with procedures approved in connection 
with prior file on White House-requested wiretaps in 1969-1971, no abstracts 
be made except as described herein. , 


4. That index cards be prepared for inclusion in the Bureau's 
general indices, and that indexing be done by the Intelligence Division. 


5. That index cards be prepared by the Intelligence Division 
from the logs of coverage in this case for inclusion in the Special Electronic 
Surveillance indices maintained by the Special Investigative Division. 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II : 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


6, That no dissemination be made of information contained in 
this file or from the coverage related thereto without prior authorization of 
the Director, -Associate Director or Assistant Director, Intelligence Division. 


v 



" V\ 





12 - 22-71 


TO THE DIRECTOR: 




m J - 


RE: CHARLES EDWARD RADFORD H 

148 CLAGETT, SOUTHWEST • v 

WASHINGTON, D. C. \ • 

On 12-22-71 Attorney General Mitchell personally instructed 
me to institute, after clearing with you, telephone surveillance of captioned 
individual, telephone number 561-8384. 

Mr. Mitchell said that this instruction came directly from 
President Nixon. Mitchell called attention to the Jack Anderson column . : 
of Tuesday, December 14, 1971, wherein disclosures were made of 
conversations between the President and Henry Kissinger and between 
Kissinger and other high officials at the White House and the State 
Department. Mitchell said they believed Radford was the leak to . 

Anderson of this information. He explained that both Radford and 
Anderson are members of the same church and that their respective 
wives are closely associated in church work. According to Mitchell 
Radford is a Navy Yeoman 1st Class assigned to the Joint Chiefs of " 

Staff and responsible for frequent contact with the White House and 
the National' Security Council/ '' : 

Mitchell advised that the President was gravely concerned 
oyer this matter and was anxious to ascertain the full extent of the security 
breach. He said that no prosecution was contemplated. He inquired as to 
whether I felt physical surveillance' would be productive. I indicated that 
while it might be productive it might also be very dangerous because if 
Radford became aware of the same and furnished this information to .7 
Anderson even more damaging columns could result. The Attorney 
General agreed. ; ■ 

The Attorney General requested to be advised on a day-to-day 
basis of developments in this case. I advised him that reports would be 
made directly to him and that the matter would be handled on a strict 
’toeed-to-knovv” basis in the Bureau. 


After clearing with you, I instructed Miller to personally contact 
SAC Kunkel of the Washington Field Office and instruct that the desired 
coverage be instituted as quickly as possible. I instructed Miller and told - 
him to instruct Kunkel that the number of individuals having access to this 

V.-:',.. , ; 4. 
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matter.be limited on a strict "need-to-know" basis. I told Miller that 
summaries prepared for the Attorney General should be blind and no 
tickler copies should be made. One yellow copy should be made for 
personal retention by me under maximum security in my office. ~ 



Attached is a copy of the Jack Anderson column for Tuesday, 


W. MARK FELT 
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i relationship with Pakistan's 


tjy Jiich siJHlCS'isOtl | 

**> • dynamic Freakhint Yr? vfc , 

, A circus- corirauWk>i| Kh: . n> 

tji; developing between Sovietj :\[ r . Nixon, accordiucly, hn> 

‘.i.‘*v::I"iorces in I ordered his crisis team, known 

formally a s the Washington 


!id Amcncs 
tb? Bay c f Bengal. 


Fresldcsit Nixon has e: deled! fx,- Ac-lie-i Group, to find 

a naval task force into thoseJv.ays short of direct kHervc-h- 
troubled waters r.j a restraint lion to . help Pakistan. The 
upon India. New ^u?, iicn-'iccl by 

the Bay of Bengal are the mr-j nt!d policymaker 

craft carrier Enterprise, air : j r V.^tii:S 
pliibious assault ship Tripoli, 
guided missile frigate Kirrg, 
and guided missile destroyers 
Parsons, Decatur and Tartar 
Sam. 


.i.-vrgc-r, has • been 
almost daily in the 
White House’s fabled secret 
Situation Boom since the Indi* 
an-Fakisiard outbreak. 


At the same time,. Soviet 
naval ships have bean spotted 
steaming into Hie Bay of Bcn- 
garosteusibiy to bolster India. 

' Even more ominous, Intelli¬ 
gence reports claim that Sod 


iNixoxrs Secret Ire. 

At the Dec. 3 meeting Kis¬ 
singer snorted: *Tm getting 
hell every half-hour from the 
President that veTe not being 
tough enough on India. He has 
just called me again. He 


srrt bekc\e we’re carrying 


vict technician^are aboard In-j cut his. wishes. He wants to 
din a naval craft that have at- tilt in favor .of Pakistan. He 
tacked Pakistani harbor and!feels everything we do comes 
shore -Installations. U.S., Brit- out otherwise 
ish and other foreign mer-1 Aclm. Thomjs r.Ioorer,chair 


chant ships have been, hit in 
those attacks. , 

Pockets' iirecl from under 


man of ‘ the Joint Chiefs of 
S<aff, ■ revi c v.*cd t h e m i lit- iry 
situation. CIA Chiuc Pickard 


TV?- - irf' rfTT 

c/j vU J.L*? V 

Hon for you this afternoon," 
promised Assistant, Slate Sec¬ 
retary Joseph Sisco. 

‘We have to take- set ion,” 
pressed Kissinger. ‘‘The Presi- 
jdent is blaming me, hut you 
j p; o p3 o are in t he cl car.” 

| ‘That's ideal:” retorted 
I Sisco chccriJy. . 
r There was discussion about 
| a .abatement that had been pre¬ 
pared for Ambassador George 
Bush • to deliver at lho U.N. 
Kissinger thought it ‘ was /Too 
evenhanded” and ought to be 
to uglier or* India. 

To maintain a diplomatic 
balance, Sisco suggested that 
economic steps could be taken 
against India but .that similar 
moves against Pakistan should 
i fee announced as “under re- 
| viev/. 7 ’ ■ 

j. “it’s hard to tilt toward Pak- 
j is*tan/ 7 gram red Kissinger, “if 
•we .have to match every In- 
Ulinn step with a Pakistan 
| step.” 

[-U.S. Too Gentle? • 


At the next secret meeting 
j on.Dec. Kissinger reported 

the ocean have also* been j I lelms also'A oner led v/Inat hKj that the President was still 

fuming over the gentle treat- 


tracked. The Pakistani Navy 
has urgently requested U.S. 
he Id in determining whether 


agents had found out about 
tlie fighting. Then ’Kissinger 
br orient u r* Ike Ur;tcd Na- 




roc 


Is could have been j tier 


launched from * Soviet sub- 
ruarm<v - - 


“If the U.N. can’t operate in 
this kind of situation effee 


Inside the Wliite House*,; lively." he. 'growled, ‘its ulilky 
meanwhile, the President has j has come *to an .end. and it i . 
made r.o attempt to hide bis! useless to think of ]LT.N. guar 
favoritism for Pakistan. Ho j unices in. t:.:.Middi? 
has developed a deed personal ‘ “Wc’ii have z recon 


‘The President is under the 
‘illusion 1 that he is giving in¬ 
struct io ns,”. .. said Kissinger,, 
“not that he is merely being 
kept apprised of affairs, as 
j they pro gross. * 

Nixcn;. meanwhile, has 
Lined several secret, ur* 
L* V- • -r W ■ ^ • 


/r;- Tvp T-V-W 

•i--* •’ O' *1 ^ 

gent appeals from Kenneth 
X eating, 11\c Amer\can "Am;:*'> 
sad or in Nc-w Delhi, ^iiat fhy 
U;S. shculd be careful not to 
alienate India. 

He reported, l h.-t hekad r.c- • 
ceivcd personal ncsurauccj^ 
from Indian Foreign Minister . 

S war an Singh, not only tl-.r*t* 
the populace v/clcorr.cd tiie 
lihorallon of East Pakistan but 
that India had no intention of 
annexing the conquered terri¬ 
tory. India had-no wish, a aid 
Singh, to provide. “even a 
semblance of Indian adminis¬ 
tration” but would permit the 
Bengalis to rule themselves. 

In another secret .message, 
Keating sharply .disputed rv ' 
story put out by the Yfkite. 
House about the Indian Paid- . 

|stani deve 1 opmcuts. 

“I have made the foreuolug '• 
comments," he concluded, ‘*i:i 
the full know ledge''that I may 
not have been privy Vo all the 
important facts of this trag¬ 
edy. On the basis cf what I cio 
know, I do not b•? 1 ieve Hiese 
elements of the (White 11cure) 
story -either add to our posi¬ 
tion or, perhaps more impor¬ 
tantly, to our credibility.'' 

It would be ironic if Fkdu.rd 
Nixon, who mounted the polit¬ 
ical soapbox in times p:u-t to * 
accuse the. Democrats cf “los¬ 
ing” China to the Commitnlsta, 
slioaki' be responsible 
nusaing India into c^ger 


for 

So- 


ivic: 
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'•ms.- *. 
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January 11, 1972 



At 12:30 p. m., 1-11-72, Attorney General Mitchell called 
with further reference to the matter of the leak of confidential White 
House memoranda to columnist Jack Anderson. 

Mitchell said that this matter is far from resolved and 
indications are now that other persons may be involved.. He said that 
Radford is still a prime suspect. Radford is presently en route to his 
new duty station at Portland, Oregon, where he will be staying, at 
least temporarily, with his step-father, Mr. William Frank Morgan, 
5511 Southeast Mitchell Street, Portland, Oregon. 

The Attorney General requested that telephonic surveillance 
of Radford at his temporary location at the Morgan home be instituted 
as quickly as possible. He requested that results be promptly furnished 
daily to him and to Mr. John Ehrlichman at the White House. 

} If the Director approves, I will instruct Miller to take 

J the necessary steps to obtain this coverage promptly and to exercise 
Ijthe same security precautions as before. 


WMF:crt; 







Post Office Box 709 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

January 11, 1972 




_ 

Pacific^Northwest Bell Telephone Company 


723 Lincoln Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 



Dear 




It is requested that facility information, includln,: 

terminal locations, lortlan“ 

William Frank Morgan at 5511 SE Mltcnex 

Oregon. 



J. L. MATTSON 
Special Agent in Charge 


y. , 




UIM'^-I973j> 




PJoTrecoudcd 


JUN 2 5 1973 


G.reenberg/Gray-4758 

‘-f. * ■ 
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January 12, 1972 


RE: CHARLES E. RADFORD II 



For your infornation telephone surveillance coverage was 
instituted on the telephone service of William Frank Morgan, 
5511 Southeast Mitchell Street, Posttand, Oregon, Telephone 
Humber (503) 774-9750 at 11:20 AM this date, pursuant to your 

request. 

You will be kept currently informed of all pertinent 
information developed through this coverage. 



JUN 651973 



/ " Tv/ o 

notrecorded 

JUN 2 5 \ 9 7? 
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J anuary 12, 1972 








Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company 
723 Lincoln Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 


Dear 


In connection with an investigation being con¬ 
ducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, under its 
lawful and established jurisdiction, it is requested that 
you furnish to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, at 
the usual commercial rates, the facilities or services set 
out below. This request is made upon the specific written 
authorization of the Attorney General of the United States 
as a necessary investigative technique under the powers of 
the President to protect the national security. Your co¬ 
operation in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

y -■ ‘ . f 

■ ‘' • * 

• It is requested that leased.line facilities be 
furnished as follows: 


From: 


551 Southeast Mitchell Street, 
Portland, Oregon 

Crown Plaza Building, 

Portland, Oregon 


Very truly yours. 


John Edgar Hoover 
Director 




.TJS:mea (2) 




vM i - v. 


NOTRECO R D E 

JUN 2 5 1973 

_£teen be.rq/Gmv-476 
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January 17, 1972 


RE: WILLIAM FRANK MORGAN 
PORTLAND, OREGON 
(Charles E. Radford II) 


The following is a summary of pertinent information developed 
through coverage of William Frank Morgan, Portland, Oregon, over 
the period January 14 througn 16, 1972: 
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NOT RECORDS 

On January 16, 1972, at 9:33 PM Tonne (Radford ) called the^ <q _ 
long distance .information operator and asked for the telephone"- 0 ' " 
number of Jac k'?!. - Anders on< Bet he sria, Maryland. It was giwen 
as ( 301)- 36'5-*7632 and was then dialed by Tonne. , A male“77STce *“ 
answered and Tonne said, "Jack ? Is Libby (phonetic) there, this 
is Tonn'e." 'A woman came on the line and Tonne said, "Libby ? 

This is Tonne, I understand, you called. We are in. Portland, Oregon 
right now." Libby inquired if they would be there awhile and 
said, "I never did give you that stuff." Tonne replied that they 
were going to be transferred someplace around Portland. She said, 
"He'a supposed to pick.up his orders tomorrow." Libby replied, 

1 O.K, ,, send ire your address and I'll send you your geneology. 

If you want me to do anything more I'll send what we have so far. 
We viondered and. I called." Tonne replied, " There was nothing we 
could say.to anybody." Libby said, "I'll still help you on your 
geneology. Did you sec the folks in Salt Lake City ?" Tonne 
replied that the weather had been -bad and they took the Southern 
route. She said, "We couldn't tell anybody where we were going, 
so it's still husiv hush and it'3 between you and I. Did Ja ck 
get the card ? " Libby replied., "Lot yet." Tonne said, " J te-.scnt , 
a post car?! from Arizona last week. I t's_a ll d one_jn jshort hqjld 
so I'm sure^Ji^:>^jc.aa_r.ead it. It'll explain some things. Libby 
'replied, "I hope to sc-'.- you again scantimo." Nothing more pectin*:* 
vos diocurccd, and th r, v** »>o <-> -*->>/■' r> rmr+lnopt: raids on Jahuarv 

16 , 1972. ‘ 


JUN g 51973 
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January 24 t 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON 



RE: SPECIAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
COVERAGE FOR THE WHITE HOUSE 
LEAKS TO JACK ANDERSON 


You will recall that just prior to Christmas we instituted 
electronic surveillance coverage of Charles E. Radford IT, a Navy 
Yeoman who was assigned to Admiral Moorer's Office at the White 
House. It developed that Radford had been examined on a polygraph 
and it was detected that, he had been in contact with Jack Anderson 
and , according to the polygraph examiner , had guilty knowledge of 
material being leaked to Anderson. 



5 \ 



t 




JUN 2&1P73K 
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not'recorded 

JUN 2 5 1973 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON 
SPECIAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
COVERAGE FOR TEE WHITE HOUSE 
LEAKS TO JACK ANDERSON 

PAGE TWO 


Shortly after the first of the year Radford was suddenly 
transferred to Portland, Oregon. Coverage of his phone in this 
area was of course discontinued. However, at the request of the 
White House coverage was instituted on 1/11/72 of the residence 
of Radford’s stepfather in Portland, Oregon, Mr. William Frank 
Morgan. 

i 

Information of possible significance to the White House 
has been developed through coverage of the Morgan residence in 
Portland. For example * Radford's wife. Tonne (pronounced Tony), 
telephoned Jack Anderson's residence in Bethesda and talked to 
Anderson's wife. It was obvious from the conversation that the 
Radfords and Andersons are more than fust casually acquainted. 


Greenberg/Gray-4763 


* The White House has now requested that we institute cavara 

o£ Radford both, at his r . place.....of...employment and residence /n/Sale 
, OrejL£n when he finally moves there. He will be at the Naval 

Marine Corps Training Center at Salem, and has indicated he will 
either buy or rent a place to live in Salem. Radford at this 
moment is visiting relatives in the Seattle, Washington, area. 

'• ' With the Director’s approval we will institute the coverage 

requested by the White House. I will keep you currently advised 
of all developments. » . 

* O/lMO /2s$7f 7b 

'A/clM A?you/J/r & w. mark felt 

/), G-. 0-o;y£cj/T>£ ’ 2 “ 
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Post Office Box 709 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

February 14, 1972 



723 Lincoln Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Swank: 

It is requested that facility information, 
including terminal locations, he furnished for the 
telephone service listed to C. E. Radford, 4074 
Campbell Street, SE, Salem, Oregon. 



1 Addressee 
1 SAC 



As^7C /09 


NOT RECORDED 

JUN 2 5 1973 
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him 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON 


February 17, 19 72 


RE: SPECIAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
REQUESTED BY THE WHITE HOUSE 



You will recall that in connection with the leak of 
highly classified and extremely sensitive White House documents 
to lack Anderson, the White House requested that we institute 
special electronic surveillance coverage of the prime suspect, 
Charles' E. Radford, II, a Navy enlisted man who had access to the 
~doouments ~dhd" was personally acquainted with Jack Anderson. 


Radford was subsequentljy^^ans ferred^to Portland, 


and wm 


has 


Oregon, 
been mostly 


hoWPVer,, and the coverage on ^ 

nepfOtive in recent days. On 2/17/72, Mr f^David Young, of Mr. 

John D. Ehrlichman's Office at the White House, advised that 
the coverage of and m^^^^B^^ ^^^^teshould 

tea removed due to lack of productivity. He requested that the 
coxvevagG-ode are maintaining at Portland and Salem, Oregon be 
cc&nfi/nued, however. You will recall that we maintain coverage 
erf WiVX-iam Frank Morgan, Portland, Oregon, Radford'3 stepfather, 
eendr cm Radford himself at his residence and place of employment 
ifn- SaJRem.. 



JR will keep you fully of all developments in this case. 


r<j7/!:'■■ JsJ/1 

NOTRECORDED w % MARK p ELT 

' JUN 2 5 1973 
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o^wn,- 


Greenberg/Gray-476 
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May 4, 1972 


Re: CHARLES E. RADFORD II 



The following is a summary of pertinent • 
information developed on May 3, 1972, concerning 
Radford at Salem, Oregon. 


1 

\ 


- W.t ■ At *S:50~p.ta. after several attempts Chuck 

called Jack Anderson (301 -.365-7632) to congratulate 
him for his Pulitzer designation. At first Anderson 
didn't know who Chuck was. When he did realize with 
whom he was talking he asked Chuck if ho were still 
following his geneology. He said he had received Chuck's 
letter but hadn't had an oppox’tunity to answer. He 
asked Radford if he were pleased now that life was a 
little easier for him. Chuck said "everything was fine," 
but said he feels he’ll be able to get back in the 
mainstream in a while. . 

Anderson suggested civilian life and offered 
to assist Chuck in the future* 

Chuck mentioned the letter he wrote Anderson 
to which Anderson replied "Certainly, you can see anythin 
Chuck replied "OK, that's what I wanted to know." 

Tonne and Libby (Mrs. Anderson) then talked 
(small talk) and Libby gave her the Andersons* unlisted 
telephone number (365-8242). 

'J '. , . . . ’ ./ ^ 7-V/: v-flo 

NOTAr* tl CO R D E D 


•• •• •• JUN 2 6 1973 
Green berg^ijray-4766 
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Interception date: 

« • - Twf 'j \tmw1 'MUiV,,... ~ 

Q .o-'- 

.■ . Prom: j 

Telephone number: £ 

5 SQ-IO-SJ . 

To: J 

Tape reel number: * 


" .i: 

t 

. \ 


• * 


Tine 




Activity or Traffic Recorded 


- - 


Greenberg/Gray-4767 



.Operator* n namo/initinl 


W. Allen Rostdorff 


Rato 


Tine period 













1 

U ' , . 



Interception date: 

5/3/72 

■■ *’ •.. > . 

t . 

Prom: 1 

Telephone number: 

588 .- mi 

* ■■ - * : 

To: | 

< 

Tape reel number: ^ 

87-88-89 

■ y ^ 

. V .• ' .i • ■ 

• i • 





Greenberg/Gray-4768 








Interception date: 

Telephone number: 

Tape reel number: Sb- 87-88-89 


page 3 


i 

■HM 

IC 

j Time 


OG 


Prom: 

To: 
• ' i: 

i 

. \ 


11 : 0)1 

UlMl 


Activity or Traffic Recorded 





Greenberg/Gray-4769 









IntorceptioVi date: 5/3/7? 


From 


Telephone number: 
Tape ,reel number: 


87-88-89' 


cage li 




6:U9 


o:50 


6:?1 


6:5? 

6:53 

6:51l 

6:55 

✓ 

6:56 

7:00 


Activity or Traffic Recorded 


Greenberg/Gray-4770 


Informatioh operator"in Bethesda, Md., Chuck wantii 
the home phor e number of Jack Anderson 365-7632.. 

Line Busy j( 301-365-' 7 632 Anderson) 

Chuck to Ljonr Distance operator re a second 

home phone; number for Anderson or^in the alternati 

a number lisped for Elizabeth "riderson. lie listin; 

/ 

Line Busy / J01-365-7632 Anderson) 


11 « 


/ / . 

/ « 


Date 


Time period 


















^3/72 


XntorcJip-ti^n'date: 

Telephone number: 588-10-Si 
Tape .reel number: S b ” 87-88 -89 


page^ 


Prom: 

To: 
• ' .i 

t 

. \ 


Me 

[Me 


! Tine 


Initial] 


IC 

OG 


Activity or Traffic Recorded 


7:11 

7:19 

•* _ ... I 

6:38 
r :$0 


WAB 

V/AB 


PG 


lOG 


YJA n 

VJAB 


E 


Line Busy (301-365-7832 Anderson) 


Line Busy . (3,01-365- 7 632 Anderson) 




IlC Chuck-to i(301-365-‘ 7 632)to MA-Jack Anderson. 
Chuck sought |to congratulate him on the Pulitzer 
Prize and dkked him when he would accept it. 
Anderson s^id that ne had received Chucks last 
letter and then broke away to discuss genealogy. 
Chuck saidithat he enjoyed Anderson's column 
and they discussed Chucks life being easier now. 

(BEFore parting Anderson said) " on the other thin 
you can se$ a‘nything'1 Chuck said ” ok thats what- 
I wanted to Fjnow” Anderson replied I don't thin 
there will bes anything ‘that....... I' 11 be glad 

to show itp' : : 

Tonne talked to Libby re genealogy. Tonne 
discussed teaching primary school at church and 
they talked about their kids. Mrs. Anderson 
teaching ih the church nursery school. They 
discussed playing a game called'MaJong( pli). 
Anderson' sj ujlisted number is 385~82l42. They 
promised tp vrite. Chuck and Jack didn't want 
to talk any itcre. the end. 


Greenberg/Gray-4771 


A/ 

■,//' 


L_0por*n tor 1 s namn/i nitia] s 


L 


Date 


r-3i< 


Time period 


S Mm ja 2 MW) 

z:6i>Ptn % moo pm 















J 




Interfcepted at Portland, Oregon. 
Jntorcoption Date:january 16, 191? f r 
Telephone Numbor: 503-77^-9750 
Tnpo-Rool N ir.bor:__ 


Time Period From:i2:01 

To:12:00 PM 

Order Number: 
















Intercepted at Portland, Oregon. 


Interception Date:, January i£>, 1972 

Telephone Number: 503**77k-9750 
Tape-Reel Number: ?'-5 _ 


Time Period From:12:01 AM 

To:12:00 PK 

. Order Number: 



Activity or Traffic Recorded ___ 

FC asks for information number of Bethesda Md. 
301-555-1212 

' •* 

FC calls Information Bethesda Md., asks for 
number of jack N. And er-son. 301-365-7632. 

FC Jack?, is Libb y there? 

MA Just a minute. 

FC Libby?, Its Tonne. I understand you called. 

We are in Portland right now. 

FA Are you going to be there for a while? 

I never did give you that stuff. 

FC We are being transfered somplace around Portlai 
He's supposed to pick up his orders tomnrrow. 
FA O.X., send me your address and I'll send you 
your geneology. If you want me to do any 
more...I'11 send you what we have so far; 

We wondered and I called. . 

FC There was nothing we’could say to anybody. 

FA I'll still help you on your geneology. 

Did you see the folks in Salt Lake. 

FC We took a different route. 

We could'nt tell anybody where we were going, 
so its still hush hush...it is still between 
you and I. Did Jack get the card? 

FA Not yet. • ! 

FC We sent a post card from Arizona...last week. 
Its all done in short hand, so I'm sure 
Jack can read it. It explains some things. 

FA We hope to see you again. 

Call terminated.. 


Operator's Name ? Iivtialsl Date 


John J. Heidtke JJH 


David 0. Maoles III DGM 



Time 

Period 

From: 

To: 

! h; 00? 

M 12; Mi dni rrht 
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i UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT exaseb/ 

Memorandum ' 


Tol son 


TO 


Mr. Mohr 


/ 


DATE: 2/17/71 


from T. E. Bishop /{Sjb Greenberg/j£ray-4774 

^ V 

subject: . 'JAMES HAGERTY 

^AMERICAN BROADCASTING COMPANY (ABC) 
f NEW YORK, NEW YORK_ 

/ 

/ 





V 


For the Director’s information, Hagerty called Bishop back at 
5:50 p 0 m. on February 17, 1971, to furnish the following information which he 
had determined to date concerning the incident at Mr. Hoover’s house on the 
morning of 2/17/71: 

i ' 1 

ABC had a car in front of Mr. Hoover’s house this morning 

bearing District of Columbia license 777-383, which was occupied by 4 men. 

One was Sam, Donaldson, the ABC newsman^who had requested an interview with 

m • Mr, Hoover concerning the Shaw case and Senator McGovern's allegations 

• against the* Director regarding the Shaw case, and who had been advised that 

|the Director 3 could not give the interview because the Shaw case is presently 

(under litigation. The other 3 men were a 3-man camera crew from ABC, 

{They had located themselves in front of Mr. Hoover’s house this morning in 

/j order to get some silent film footage of Mr. Hoover coming out of his house. 

/ iThey also had in the car some sound equipment in the_event Mr. Hoover wished 

{ ito make some comment for them, even if it was a "no comment J’ _ 0 , 

•“—* ‘ ’ v . 

A: yS . f Yf- • *-Vyj—c . . 

iere was;another car parked in front of Mr. Hoover’s house 
blue car with Maryland license/ Hagerty stated that the license number was ^ 
GB 1065, but he requested that ABC under no circumstances be indicated as the' ' 
'source^for this license number. While the ABC car was parked in front of Mr. 
i- Hoover’s house, one of the 2 men in the blue car with the above Maryland license, 
(’ & got out of the car and went over to Mr. Hoover’s garbage can and started going 
; \\ through it. When the ABC camera crew saw this happening, they took some 
jj silent film footage of the proceedings. While this was going on, a chauffeur 
came out of Mr. Hoover's house and talked briefly with the man going through 
the garbage can and another Negro (a female) also came out of the house and 
{appeared to speak briefly with the man. The ABC crew saw^ the man going 
{through the garbage can remove some material from the can, although they are 
i unable to state what v;as talien out of the can, and they saw him then make the ”V,’’ 
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I sign with his finders, get back in the 

Ivir. Mohr 

- Mr. BijshoV 

- Miss Gan^f 

- Mr. lyr^^Jone^s 

tv - [COPY MADE FO 

5 m/ 


■ /- / 



blue car and. it-drove-off.. 
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nishop to Mohr memo (continued) 
He: JAMES HAGERTY 




Mr, Hagerty stated that the management of ABC was very 
much disturbed on getting the initial report about this matter because they 
would never have countenanced anyone from ABC stooping so low as to go 
[through Mr. Hoover's garbage, Hagerty stated that he doubted very much 
I hat the film of the individual going through the garbage would ever be used on 
KbC, He stated, however, that Mr. Hoover is a public figure and they felt 
J.surc lie would understand why ateleyision company might_want to take some 
{up-to-date pictures of Mr, Hoover in connection with a possible news story. 
MfTHagerty advised that he was going to make some additional inquiries into 
this matter and would call the Director or Bishop on the morning of 2/18/71, 

( with whatever additional facts he has developed. He again reiterated that it 
was definitely no one from ABC who was going through Mr. Hoover’s garbage 
can and that they would never have done such a thing, or been responsible for 

having it done, under any circumstances.<>.. j* (l <1 - 4 / 

; U)"tvva.■i^crV* C/ J, /T~ 

At 6:10 p.m., 2/17/7*1, Mr. Hagerty again called Bishop and 
[ stated that he had just been advised by the manager, of the Washington Bureau . . 
of ABC News, that he had determined that an unidentified employee at tl\e. 
VVashington office of ABC had received a telephone caU sometime this morning 
{ from an individual who said his first name was/.' Clvd e." This individual stated 
that he understood that ABC had gotten a picture of him this morning going 
through Mr. Hoover's garbage can. He stated that he does it everyday, that he 
works for Jack Anderson, and that he told Anderson that he had been filmed in 
the act of doing so this morning and Anderson told him to call ABC and tell 
them that he was employed by Anderson. , >\ r , a v <1 _ 

SAC Kunkel of the Washington Field Office (WFO) has been 
furnished with Maryland license number GB 1065 (it is noted that' the Director’s 
Office previously had received this number as CB_1065] and has been instructed 
to immediately institute discreet inquiries to determine the identity of the person 
to whom this license plate ig issued and what his employment, background, etc. 
consist of, with particular attention to whether he is employed by Jack Anderson. 
SAC Kunkel was instructed that the results of his inquiries should be furnished 
in written form to the Director’s Office as early as possible on the morning of 
2/18/71. 
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Bishop to Mohr .memo (continued) 
Rc: JAMES HAGERTY 


RECOMMENDATION: 

None. For information. Whatever additional information 
may be furnished by Mr. Hagerty on 2/18/71 will be immediately brought 
the Director’s attention. 
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MARYLAND LICENSE 
GB-1065 
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2/18/71 


During the course of the night of February 17, 

... 1971, the female, age 20', with long black hair who was 

observed driving a vehicle with the captioned license 
to the 57th Street address in Bladensburq, M aryland* was 
seen in Apartment 302. Inquiry with the apartment house 
management disclosed that Apartment 302 is occuoied by A //./-.v 


.Aifext* 


. : ./• 


-v-. ........ , ••• ' . 

1 ? approximately 

2oyears oF age, 5 f e e t_ 7 'In c HJs, 175 pounds", has dark hair, 
wears a m6ujta"che'ari'd~'is"empl Qved by ja ckAnd ers on, the 

Columnist7‘ He.was previously employed by the Prince 

I Georges County Post. Elliott drives a 1969 MG Roadster 
Jwith Maryland license HN-7425. 

As of 1:15 p.m, this date, the female and Elliott 
were observed leaving the .apartment house and departing in 
their respective automobiles. The female, obviously Barbara 
( Crouse, is en route to Annapolis. A photograph was^obtained 
A of Elliott who, according to the A g e nts 7~a p p e ar s ~t o” be"~a p- V 
/ IproximateTy 30 years old and has a reddish moustache. 
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MARYLAND LICENSE 
GB 1065 




2/18/71 


'S'r. r! Mri 


t..' a'iilf- 

Maryland■Department of Motor Vehicles' records 
disclosed the captioned license to^be registered for a 
1969 Chevrolet for "William Ralph/fCrotis e\ 1973 Fair fax 
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Daughter Barbara'/Crouse, age twenty, is employed.. 


a t_ the Evening Capitol^Newspaper in An napolis^ She 
generally operates the automobile bearing /Mar ylan d license 
GB 1065. She has not been observed at her residence for 
the past few days. During the evening of February 17, 
1971, a light green Malibu two-door with black vinyl top 
bearing Maryland license GB 1065 was observed in the 
parking lot located to the rear of the Evening Capitol 
Newspaper, located at 213 West Street, Annapolis. 
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At 11:00 p.m. February 17, 1971, the vehicle 
bearing the captioned license, occupied by a female, age 20, 
with long black hair, was observed departing the vicinity 
of the newspaper. The vehicle was followed to 5051 57th 
Street, Bladensburg, Maryland, where the female entered a 
12-unit apartment building. The name of Barbara Crouse 
was not shown on any of the mail boxes for the apartment 
building. 

You will be advised of the results of the additional 
inquiries being made in this matter. 
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Memorandum 

Mr. Mohr 
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(^AMERICAN BROADCASTING COMPANY (ABC) 

NEW YORK, N EW Y OR K 

As reflected in the addendum of Bishop’s memorandum to 
Mr. Mohr of 2/18/71, Bishop furnished Mr. Hagerty on that date the Director’s 
reaction to the information which he had given to Bishop on the late afternoon 
of 2/17/71 concerning incidents at Mr. Hoover's house on the morning of 
2/17/71, as set forth in Bishop's memorandum to Mr. Mohr on that date. 
Hagerty stated that he was going to make additional forceful inquiries into the 
matter to insure that he had the complete, accurate story and has not been 
given a "cock and bull" story by the Washington ABC representatives. 

Hagerty called Bishop back at 4:30 p.m. on 2/18/71 and stated 
that in his haste to get an explanation of this matter yesterday afternoon, he 
had gotten a garbled version of what actually happened, although he hastened to 
explain that ABC representatives definitely had nothing to do with taking any 
of Mr. Hoover's garbage. He said that the following is what he has determined 
through his complete inquiries: 

In Mr. Hoover’s neighborhood yesterday morning there were 2 
ABC cars; one bore District of Columbia license 777- 383 and contained a 3-man 
camera crew. This carYs assigned to George/Romilly, one of the camera crew; 
‘' -the other car was the personally owned car of Sam ^bona 1 dson, -th€ ABC newsman 
who was in charge of the group, his car being a green Chevrolet Camaro bearing 
Maryland license GJ 4146. Donaldson and the crew had agreed to meet at Mr. 
fio6ver r s~house"on the morning of 2/17/71 and Donaldson drove there in his 
personal car. When he arrived, the car with the District of Columbia plates, 
bearing the 3-man camera crew, was there. He got out of his personal car, 
went over and talked to the-.men in the camera crew and gave them their 
Instructions as to how he wanted cameras set up for the possibility of filming 
Mr. Hoover as he departed his residence, and continued while in the area to # 
give directions to the camera cr|^(, 7 1 /\ /" 7; zb/ - 


lGERTY 



1 - Mr. Mohr 
1 - Mr. Bishop 
1 - Miss Gandy 
1 - Mr. M. A. Jones 
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Bishop to Mr. Mohr memo (continued) 
He: JAMES HAGERTY 


A third car, a 1969 green col ored Chevrolet bearing Maryland 
li cens e GB 1065, drove up to the area of Mr. Hoover’s house after the 2 ABC 
1 cars were already there. A man got out of the car and when he started to take 
things out of the garbage can, Donaldson instructed his crew to shoot film of 
the incident. After Mr. Hoover's chauffeur and a female Negro from Mr. 
Hoover's house talked to the man taking things out of the garbage can, he gave 
the "V" sign with his fingers, got back in the car with Maryland license GB 1065 
( and drove off. At no time did any of the ABC representatives speak to this 
individual or anybody else in his car. When Mr. Hoover's chauffeur departed 
in Mr. Hoover's car, Donaldson, in his car, and the 3 ABC cameramen in the 
car with the District of Columbia license, followed it for a short while until 
they determined that Mr. Hoover was not in the car, at which time they came 
,back to the area of Mr. Hoover's house. After remaining there awhile and 
feeling that Mr. Hoover was not coming out, Donaldson gave instructions that 
the group should leave and both of the ABC cars departed; Donaldson left alone 
in his car^and the 3 cameramen in the car with the District of Columbia license 
( plates. y 

With regard to the call received by ABC on the morning of 2/17/71 
from the individual who said he worked for Jack Anderson, Mr. Hagerty advises 
that he caused an inquiry to be made to Jack Anderson’s office asking if 
someone had called ABC on the morning of 2/17/71 to report that they had been 
filmed taking items from Mr. Hoover's garbage can by an ABC crew. Hagerty 
said that Anderson admitted that one of his employees, who he identified as 
"Chuck Elliott, Jr., a staff assistant, " was the individual who had telephoned 
ABC on that morning advising he was the individual photographed by ABC. 

. Mr. Hagerty again stated that he wanted Mr. Hoover to know 

that the film made by ABC would never be utilized on the air and that ABC was 
not going to show any program concerning Mr. Hoover or the Shaw case at this 
time, and he also advised Bishop that he felt he had given sufficient instructions 
to insure that no ABC cameramen would ever again take pictures at Mr. Hoover's 
^residence. He did state, however, that he must agree with Mr. Hoover that 
11 Donaldson and the earner,a,.crew-«-sed poor judgment in going to Mr. Hoover's 
ift^oidsncO'iir'the-ftJr&lTplace, after Mr. Hoover had indicated that he would not 
II grant any interviews, and that they should have at least advised the FBI in 
liadvance of their intentions to film Mr. Hoover departing his residence. 
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Bishop to Mr. Mohr memo (continued) 
Re: JAMES HAGERTY 


This would seem to clarify to a great extent what was observed 
by Mr. Hoover at his residence yesterday morning. To further clarify the 
matter, SAC Turyn of the Baltimore Office, on Bishop’s instructions, contacted 
this afternoon whom is 

issued Maryland license'CB 1065 for a 1967 Dodge. advised that he 

drives his car to work each morning, arriving at a Baltimore factory at 6:00 a.m. 
and that the car remains parked there in a locked condition until he leaves in 
the late afternoon. He said that he arrived at his employment at 6:00 a.m. on 
2/17/71 and his car was not utilized by him or anyone else until the late afternoon. 
He additionally noted that his car is a 4-door Dodge Dart, beige (very light tan) 
in color. It would appear from the above that the car utilized by the individual 
who searched through the garbage can bore Maryland license GB 1065 rather 
than CB 1065. It will be noted that inquiries concerning this Maryland tag by 
the Washington Field Office (WFO) have developed that this license plate is 
issued to a William Ralphy(jrouse of Annapo lis , Mary land,, for a 1969 light green 
Chevrolet. / ThiS"car is generally in the possession of Crouse's daughter, 

Barbara/crouse, aged 20, who is emplpye.d.at theJEvening Capitol Newspaper 
“lin Annapolis/''of which Jack Anderson was a director in April, 1970. Through 

! investigation by WFO on the night of 2/17/71, it was determined that Barbara 
Crouse is the girlfriend of Charles/Elliott, Jr., who lives at Apartment 302, 

5105 57th Street, Bladensburg^Maryland, and who is employed by Jack Anderson, 
the columnist. Tt will be noted that Elliott is the same individual who has been 
f asking questions in Mr. Hoover’s neighborhood previously and also was 
\ previously identified in a column by Anderson as having searched Mr. Hoover’s 
(garbage can. ^ ft u C/jX.'- t'j J"/' "f< - 

As the Director is aware, Elliott is described as being 26 years of 
" age, 5 feet 7 inches, 175 pounds, wears a moustache and has dark hair. His 
photograph is being obtained by WFO and will be shown to the Director and Moten. 


RECOMMENDATION: 


None. For the Director’s information. 
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Allot. D*r, ___ 

D«p. AD Adm. 
Dcp. AD I**. _ 
A«*l. Die.i • 

Admin. __ 


JAMSS WALTER KC CORD 
AND OTHERS 

BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE HEADQUARTERS 
WASHINGTON, Dp C. 

JUNE 17, 1972 

INTERCEPTION OF COMMUNICATIONS 


On October 1, 1975, Mr. Henry S. Ruth, Jr., 
Special Prosecutor, requested that informants in the 
Cuban community in Miami, Florida, be canvassed to 
determine if these sources ever heard any information 
concerning a plot t.o assassinate or drug Syndicated 
Columnist Jack Anderson and to determine if these 
sources heard of a plot to assassinate 

Enclosed are two copies of a report dated 
November 7, 1975, of the Miami Division, Federal - 

Bureau of Investigation, setting forth results of 
contacts with informants and sources in that area 
concerning the above matter. 

No further investigation is being conducted 
in this matter by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

This document contains neither recommendations 
nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and; its contents 
are not to be distributed outside your > agency. v 
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NOTE: Original and 

forwarded to SPF by 


one copy LHM with enclosures 

0-14 this date, attn. John P. Lydick. 
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(Priority) 
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subj: 


DIRECTOR,.FBI (139-4089) 
MIAMI 0^9-328) (RUC) 

UeM$- Atamss ualtermc cord • AP 
(\X ET AL 

V/ BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 


.V/ . BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
/jvj NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS . 

- Iflll WASHINGTON, D.C. A A 

XT 8 6 / 17/72 ;; 'A-Aev“ • • 

: v IOC (ACCOUNTING & FRAUD SECTION) 

Re Bureau airtel to Miami, dated ID/2/75. 

_. • Enclosed for the Bureau are 5 Copies of ** 

dated, and captioned as above. 


follows: 


'Sources contacted by the Miami Office are as ;• 

on 10/17/75, y by'* .: 

«ftf j on 10/22/75, by . ~ 

on 10/10/75,. by SA J§A ... 
on 10/10/75,. by • 

on 10/20/75,'by SA . 

on 10/29/75, by SA 

IfeSSSSsion 10/6/75^ 

10/16/75, by - 


All sources, f c'^%acted above advised they have never 
re regar^i^^pplots against ^ACK^AiJDERSpN. .A. 

No further^-i'nvestigati^n^remains to be conducted 
by Miami. . i\ /d -’/\ it,, MOV^l1i1)’75- 

P^Y . \* Sp^CpUi* --^) ^ . > '-TsC/ ^ 

(2 7- Bureau (Enc. foil) /-^c /3r> Aco //-/?-Vo ——— “ 

T- Miami - ... ' '.pi ; ’, dr; 
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" Memorandum 
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subject: james Walter mc cord and others 
BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

JUNE 17, 1972 

INCEPTION OF COMMUNICATIONS 


date: 


10/1/75 
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PURPOSE: To setsforth request from Special Prosecutor, 

.Henry S. Ruth, Jr.V regarding any information we may 
(have in our files regarding the assassination plot 
against Jack.Anderson. A review of our files, discloses 
no such information. . •. vr-■ 

• •- ■■ V. - V-, - . . 1C 

DETAILS: Henry S. Ruth, Jr., Special Prosecutor,* 
telephonically contacted Section Chief, Louis E. Rhyne, 
9/30/75, in reference to recent newspaper articles • 

reporting that E. Howard Hunt had'contemplated the ‘ \ 

murder of Jack Anderson, a Washington:Syndicated Columnist. 
Ruth requested that we review our files regarding the 
Watergate investigation to determine if we had ever 
received any such information from informants or during 
the course of our investigation. He indicated that they 
had conducted Some interviews and reference had been 
made that such a plot may have existed, however, no concrete 
[facts have been developed, that such was the case. 




In an interview inYtnii: current issue of. Time 
Magazine, convicted Watergate Burglar : E, Howard Hunt!, OCT 10 1975 
said former White.House Aide, Charles Colson, once 
suggested that Anderson might be discredited if he-“appedTg'd'* 
on his live radio program under the .influence of a drug. 

Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy, another convicted Watergate > 

Burglar, discussed the means for doing this, but never * 
contemplated murder as was previously reported. . Hunt said 
it was just another wild idea that never got beyond the . 4 

proposal stage, in the interview with:;Time. . Hunt denied that 
any.action as serious as murder was ever contemplated, but 

revealed the drugging plot. , 

• ,J—ajskui v 

GJ3ir:els~(6) r - • CONTINUED - OVER 

BufAle 139-4089 OCT 14/975 
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/ 0 ;. Jr . Gallagher 

./ ^ jliiES WALTER MC CORD AND OTHERS 


A review has been conducted of files maintained 
[relative to the Watergate investigation and no information 
was found to indicate that we had any knowledge of such a 
'plot nor was any reference to such a plot found relative to 
Jack Anderson or 


On 10/1/75, Mr. Ruth was advised of the above and 
no investigation will be conducted unless specifically 
requested by the Special Prosecution Force. . 





. Greenberg/Gray-4788 




r 






**r- 


/, 


Alrtel 


10/2/75 


v.v,^ 






A«ic{. D**. _ 

0«p. AO A4w. 

0*p. AO I-... _ 

Am. D... 

. Adrift. | 


C*^>. _ 

r«i. ah...* _ 

f it«* & Cow. ._ 

Co ft. loo. _ 

Wool. -_ L 

ln|p«(tioA 

Ifttoll.. 


laboratory . 
Ploo. & C*«t. _ 

ipo«. |*»o. _ r _„ 

1 taming 

Co«r», 
ToUpkoo* R 


1 - Mr. Rosenquist 


'"'T>t tiloai . .. . 

.:• Kwoi Director, ..FBI • 

MVS K&L.TE8 HC CORD ' 
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JUNE 17 I V 7 2 ■ • ' V'V " >'' 

i!rT^X&mOH"0F COMMUNICATIONS ^ ' "'-.y 

(accounting l fraud section) 

Recently national, publicity has been given 
to the existence of the possible plot to assassinate 
or drug Syndicated Columnist, Jack Anderson, by ; 

... E. llov-ard. Hunt convicted,Watergate burglar. Hurit in 
an. interview with Time Magazine said 1 former White House . 
;• /dde, Charles Colson once suggested that Anderson might 
bo discredited if he appeared, on his live radio program 
under the influence of a drug. Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy 
another convicted Watergate burglar discussed the means 
for doing this, but never contemplated murder. “V 

Henry S. Ruth, Jr., Special Prosecutor, 
requested that Cuban informants in the Miami area be 
canvassed to determine if they ever heard of such a 
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/ Airtel to SAC, Miami. __ 

/ Re: JAMES WALTER MC CORD 

" & ■ ■ * ■ * . 


' / 




Promptly conduct''above investigation. Submit 

results to FBIHQ by.LHM (4 copies) suitable for dissemination 
to Special Prosecution Force. ' 




NOTE: - Memorandum L. E. Rhyne to Mr. Gallagher dated 
10/1/75, sets forth information regarding contact by 
Henry S. Ruth, Jr. , who in addition requested that 
informants in the Cuban community in Miami be canvassed 
regarding this matter. /- ’ 
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10/2/75 


To: SAC, Miami 


From: Director, FBI 

O 

JAMES WALTER MC CORD 
ET AL. 

BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL 
HEADQUARTERS 


1 - Mr. Rosenquist 



WASHINGTON, D. C. 

JUNE 17, 1972 

INTERCEPTION OF COMMUNICATIONS 
(ACCOUNTING & FRAUD SECTION) 

r\ ' 

Recently national publicity has been given '-■" /% 

to the existence of the possible plot to assassinate }\ / 

or drug Syndicated Columnist, Jack Anderson, by ' 

E. Howard Hunt convicted Watergate burglar. Hunt in 
an interview with Time Magazine said former White House 
Aide, Charles Colson once suggested that Anderson might 
be discredited if he appeared on his live radio program 
under the influence of a drug. Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy, 
another convicted Watergate burglar discussed the means 
for doing this, but never contemplated murder. 
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Henry S. Ruth, Jr., Special Prosecutor, 
requested that Cuban Informants in the Miami area be 
canvassed to determine if they ever heard of such a 
plot. Ruth further requested that in addition to the 
inquiry regarding the Anderson plot, that the inquiry 
include if any inforn ration was ever re ceived regarding 
a plot to assassinate|_ 
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Airtel to SAC, Miami 
Ke: JAMES WALTER MC CORD 


Promptly conduct above investigation. Submit 
results to F3IHQ by LHM (4 copies) suitable for dissemination 
to Special Prosecution Force. 


NOTE : Memorandum L. E. Rhyne to Mr. Gallagher dated 
10/1/75, sets forth information regarding contact by 
Henry S. Ruth, Jr. , who in addition requested that 
informants in the Cuban community in Miami be canvassed 
regarding this matter. 
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- Mr. Wannall 


subject: JAMES WALTER MC CORD AND OTHERS 
BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

JUNE 17, 1972 

' INCEPTION OF COMMUNICATIONS 


PURPOSE: To set forth request from Special Prosecutor, 
jHenry S. Ruth, Jr., regarding any information we may 
(have in our files regarding the assassination plot 
against Jack Anderson. A review of our files discloses 
no such information. 
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DETAILS: Henry S. Ruth, Jr., Special Prosecutor, 
telephonically contacted Section Chief, Louis E. Rhyne, 

9/30/75, in reference to recent newspaper articles 
reporting that E. Howard Hunt had contemplated the > 

murder of Jack Anderson, a Washington Syndicated Columnist. 

Ruth requested that we review our files regarding the 
Watergate investigation to determine if we had ever 
received any such information from informants or during 
the course of our investigation. He indicated that they 
had conducted some interviews and reference had been 
made that such a plot may have existed, however, no concrete 

1 facts have been developed, that such was the case. Ruth 
also indicated that possibly there was a plot to assassinate.. ^ 

1 -'.v KW/J7- 

In an interview in^Jcne current iss-ue of Time 
Magazine, convicted Watergate Burglar E. Howard HunU, OCT 10 1975 
said former White.House Aide, Charles Colson, once 
suggested that Anderson might be discredited -if he •‘appecffbd”* 
on his live radio program under the influence of a drug. 

Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy, another convicted Watergate 
J?urg-.'tar y discussed the means for doing this, but never 
contemplated murder as was previously reported. Hunt said 
it was just another wild idea that never got beyond the 
proposal stage, in the interview with Time. Hunt denied that 
any action as serious as murder was ever contemplated, but 
revealed the drugging plot. . 

J_ AEKUi 

GpR:els~(6) > CONTINUED - OVER r . 

Bailie 139-4089 OCT 14 1975 / IV£ 
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Memo to Mr. Gallagher 

Re: JAMES WALTER MC CORD AND OTHERS 


/ 


A review has been conducted of files maintained 
relative to the Watergate investigation and no information 
was found to indicate that we had any knowledge of such a 
plot nor was any reference to such a plot found relative to 
Jack Anderson or | | 

On 10/1/75, Mr. Ruth was advised of the above and 
no investigation will be conducted unless specifically 
requested by the Special Prosecution Force. 


ACTION: For information. 
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1 - Mr. Bert hay 



November 19, 1975 



BY COURIER SERVICE 


JAMES WALTER MC CORD 
AND OTHERS 

BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE HEADQUARTERS 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 

JUNE 17, 1972 

INTERCEPTION OF COMMUNICATIONS 




On October 1, 1975, Mr. Henry S. Ruth, Jr., 
Special Prosecutor, requested that informants in the 
Cuban community in Miami, Florida, be canvassed to 
determine if these sources ever heard any information 
concerning a plot to assassinate or drug Syndicated 
Columnist Jack Anderson and to determi ne if these 
sources heard of a plot to assassinate 


Enclosed are two copies of a report dated 
November 7, 1975, of the Miami Division, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, setting forth results of 
contacts with informants and sources in that area 
concerning the above matter. 


No further investigation is being conducted 
in this matter by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

This document contains neither recoEsoendations 
nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the 
FBI and is loaned to your agency; it and its contents 
are not to be distributed outside your agency. 
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CPO : 1075 O - 589-920 
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( ‘ Transmit the following in 

AIRTEL 


FBI 

Date: 11/7/75 /,y 


Via 


(Type in plaintext or code) 

A 


(Priority) 



DIRECTOR, FBI (139-40S9) 

C, MIAMI (159-328) \RUC) 


& 


JAMES WALTER MC CORD 

t ? .T1 p t T 

BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 
fi 6/17/72 

IOC (ACCOUNTING & FRAUD SECTION) 

Re Bureau airtel to Miami dated 10/2/75. 

Enclosed for the Bureau are 5 copies of an LHM 
dated and captioned as above. 


follows: 


Sources contacted by the Miami Office are as 


|>n 10/7/75, by SA_ 

on 10/17/75, by S TT~ 
, by fferi 


J n 10/22/75 

n 10/10/75, by SA 
on 10/10/75, by SA 
on 10/20/75, by SA 
on 10/29/75, by SA 
on 10/17/75, by SA 
on 10/6/75, by SA" 
Jon 10/16/75, by SA 



re ceived anv 
or 


never 
RSON 


by Miami. 


All sourcescted above advised they have ne 
nv inform atiisif regardixg^plots against JACK ANDI. 

==| » 

No further,-investigation rema'- - J ‘ ~ J 

IV ,t> , 


A 

r / 




remains to be conducted 

zr N0V^t8/rp75 

f\'\ , . SpKpU* . 

\2y- Bureau (Enc. fEMI /-£c /£r> * //-/?-Vi — — 1 

T- Miami ' -\jl 

J3D: jkc > 

- 45 * 
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Approved: 


Special Agent in Charge 


Sent 


.M Per 


U.S.Governmont Printing OfHcoi 1972 459*574 







Jn Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 139-323 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OE JUSTICE 

•'k 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

Miami, Florida 
November 7, 1975 



RE: JAMES WALTER MC CORD 
ET AL 

BURGLARY OF THE DEMOCRATIC• 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

JUNE 17, 1972 

INTERCEPTION OF COMMUNICATIONS 


During 


the month of October, 1975, informants and 
sources of the Miami, Florida office of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation were contacted regarding any information 


regarding 


the 


they may have had 

nate or drug syndicated columnist JACK 

mants and sources v/ere also queried abfcut any rinf qrmat.ior) 
mav have received regarding a plot to/assassinate 


existence of a plot to assassi- 
.ANDERSON. These infor- 

they 


All the informants and sources contacted advised 
that they have never received any information regarding the 
above-mentioned plots. 
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This document contains neither recommendations 
nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI 
and is loaned to your agency; it^nnd its contents are not 
to be distributed outside your agency. 
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V 


TO 


FROM 


Mr. Mohr 


DATE: 2/17/71 


/& L 


Tolaon _ r 

Sullivan 

Mnhr ^ 

^Bgrtjngzn 

C.D_ 

Calfuhrtn_ 

Casper _ 

Conrad _ 

Dalbey _ 

Felt_ 

Gale ____ 

Rosen _ 

Tavel _ 




To E 0 Bishop 

SUBJECT: JAMES HAGERTY 

^AMERICAN BROADCASTING COMPANY (ABC) 
/:T^\ NEW YORK, NEW YORK 


Walters _ 

Soyara _ 

Tele. Room_ 

Holmes __ .. , 

g an dy. . I;; . ^ 


fr' 


4 /- 


Ajr* 


. ( ( 
' / 


'M'S 

i %• 

!/) 5 

S I \ 

I \ 

i ,> r 
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For the Director’s information, Hagerty called Bishop back at 
5:50 p, m. on February 17, 1971, to furnish the following information which he 
had determined to date concerning the incident at Mr, Hoover’s house on the 
morning of 2/17/71: ••., H 

ABC had a car in front of Mr, Hoover’s house this morning 
bearing District jaf Columbia license 777-38 3, which was occupied by 4 men. 

One was~Sain/bonaidson, the ABC.newsnmn^who had requested an interview with 
Mr. Hoover concerning the Shaw case and Senator McGovern's allegations 
|against the Director regarding the Shaw case, and who had been advised that 
jthe Director could not give the interview because the Shaw case is presently 
junder litigation. The othe r 3 men were a 3-man camera crew from ABC. 

| They had located themselves in front of Mr. Hoover’s house this morning in 
j order to get some silent film footage of Mr. Hoover coming out of his house. 
They also had in the car somejsound equipment in th e event M r. Hoover wished 


* t 


make .some comment, for them, even if it was a "no comment*.’’ i) 


*3^ r#w , , * v t / 

r There v was~another car parked m front of Mr. Hoover's, hous^^a / 

blue car with Maryland license' 5 ” ’ # 1 


r 


Hagerty stated that the license number was , ^ 
GB 1065, but he requested that ABC under no circumstances be indicated as the' * 
'source^for this license number. While the ABC car was parked in front of Mr. t 
^‘Hoover’s house, one of the 2 men in the blue car with the above Maryland license, 

( t* got out of the car and went over to Mr. Hoover’s garbage can and started going 
\ |] through it. When the ABC camera crew saw this happening, they took some 
(i silent film footage of the proceedings. While this was going on, a chauffeur 
•came out of Mr. Hoover’s house and talked briefly with the man going through 
the garbage can and another Negro (a female) also came out of the house and 
appeared-to-speak briefly with the man. The ABC crew saw the man going 
lthrough the garbage can remove some material from the can, although they are 
tunable to state what was taken out of the can, and they saw him then make the "V” 


1 sign with his fingers, get back in the blue car amEldt drove^eff. 


n 


a*’'.-.. 

'fl - Mr. Mohr 
1 - Mr. Bithp' 

1 - Miss Gapdy 
1 - Mr, ^4^J/sjnes 
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Bishop to Mohr memo (continued) 
Re: JAMES HAGERTY 


Mr. Hagerty stated that the management of ABC was very 
much disturbed on getting the initial report about this matter because they 
would never have countenanced anyone from ABC stooping so low as to go 
(through Mr. Hoover’s garbage. Hagerty stated that he doubted very much 
Vhat the film of the individual going through the garbage would ever be used on 
KbC. He stated, however, that Mr. Hoover is a public figure and they felt 
jsure he would understand why a tele visio n company might want to t ake s ome 
(up-to-date pictures of Mr. Hoover in connection with a possible news story. 
MfTTlagerty a'dvised“ffiaThe was going to make some additional inquiries into 
this matter and would call the Director or Bishop on the morning of 2/18/71, 
iwith whatever additional facts he has developed. He again reiterated that it 
fwas definitely no one from ABC who was going through Mr. Hoover’s garbage 
can and that they would never have done such a thing, or been responsible for 
having it done, under any circumstances. jJ (j <f . 47 

vUwj &^LXfu v/). Jr~ 

At 6:10 p 0 m. ? 2/17/^l\ Mr. Hagertyjagain called Bishop and 
stated that he had just been advised"by the manager! of the Washington Bureau 
of ABC News, that he had determined that an unidentified, employee, at Jhg. 
Washington office of ABC had received a telephone call sometime this morning 
| from an individual who said his first name was /'Clvdf*. ” This individual stated 
I that he understood that ABC had gotten a picture of him this morning going 
through Mr. Hoover’s garbage can. He stated that he does it everyday, that he 
works for Jack Anderson, and that he told Anderson that he had been filmed in 
the act of doing so this morning and Anderson told him to call ABC and tell 
l them that he was employed by Anderson. s . a r a v .1 _ 

■L_* al 

SAC Kunkel of the Washington Field Office (WFO) has been 
furnished with Maryland license number GB 1065 (it is noted that the Director’s 
Office previously had received this number as CBj.06j5) and has been instructed 
to immediately institute discreet inquiries to determine the identity of the person 
to whom this license plate id issued and what his employment, background, etc. 
consist of, with particular attention to whether he is employed by Jack Anderson. 
| SAC Kunkel was instructed that the results of his inquiries should be furnished 
f in written form to the Director’s Office as early as possible on the morning of 
12/18/71. 





(RECOMMENDATION-OVER) 
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Bishop to Mohr memo (continued) 
Re: JAMES HAGERTY 


RECOMMENDATION: 


None„ For information,, Whatever additional information 
may be furnished by Mr„ Hagerty on 2/18/71 will be immediately brought to 
the Director’s attention. 
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MARYLAND LICENSE 
GB-1065 
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2/18/71 


During the course of the night of February 17, 
1971, the female, age 20, with long black hair who was 
observed driving a vehicle with the captioned license 
to the 57th Street address in Bladensbura. Maryla nd, was 
seen in Apartment 302. Inquiry with the apartment house 
- L management disclosed that Apartment 302 is oc cupied by / ■: 
Vincent Peter^Ruehl and Charles^Elliott. Jr CL t 


/} f~ 


f'i IS 


b6 . 
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] Elliott is a white male, approximately 


2_6 ye a rs o f a ge, 5 feet_ 7/ inches, 175 poun d s, ha s da r k,hair , 
wears a mousta°che'“ahd is"' employed bv JackAnder s'on, the 
ColumniTt. He was previously" employed by the Prince 
)Georges County Post. Elliott drives a 1969 MG Roadster 
Jwith Maryland license HN-7425. 

As of 1:15 p.m. this date, the female and Elliott 
were observed leaving the apartment house and departing in 
their respective automobiles. The female, obviously Barbara 
Crouse, is en route to Annapolis. A photograph was obtained 
A of E lliott who, according to the Agint"S'7’~appears~L ~ 

/ IproxImateTy 30 years old and has a reddish moustache. 

The Baltimore Office advised that corporation 

( records for the State of Maryland disclosed that in con¬ 
nection with a reorganization of the YEveni nq Capitol News¬ 
paper _on April 6, 1970, Jack Anders6n~vTas"TisTed as "a director. 

H 7 / ■ // / ’1; 

A pretext telephone pair was made to the Evening 

1 Capitol Newspaper in Annapolis/and inquiry was made concern¬ 
ing Clyde who was described a^ being in his early 40's, 
heavy set, reddish hair and reddish moustache. The response 
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was .that this was probably a ne w /employee by the name of 
I who fit this description ancl was slightly 
balding on the top of his head. Efforts are currentl y 
being made to obtai n his photog raph. 

fr hv i- 

(j It is noted that Special Agent |_ 

has advised that the individual who was observed going 
through the trash appeared to be in his early 40's, 
heavy set, and reddish hair with a reddish moustache. 


You will be advised of further developments. 
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MARYLAND LICENSE 
GB 1065 


, 2> & Mnrr. 


2/18/71 


t--- - j 

Maryland!Jepartment of Motor Vehicles' records 
disclosed the captioned license to^be registered for a 
1969 Chevrolet for~!t&lXi^ 1973 Fairfax 

Road, Annapolis, Maryland. A discreet neighborhood 
inquiry' disclosed P~ ~~^ 


Mr. Mohr_ 

Mr. Bishop. 

Mr.BremianCD- 

Mr. Callahan_ 

Mr. Casper_ 

Mr. Conrad_ 

Mr. Da 1 hey_ 

Mr. Felt .l_ 

Mr. Gale.. 

Mr. Rnsen_ 

Mr, T a veil.. 

Mr. Walters_ 

Mr. o vars_ 

Tele, Room_ 


Miss Holmes. —^ 

'F vdsfflht- 



Daughter Barbara^Crouse, age twenty, is 
at_ the Eyenl tig , .Ca pito l__Newspap.er, in Anna polis.,. She 
generally operates the automobile bearing Maryland license 
GB 1065. She has not been observed at her residence for 
the past few days. During the evening of February 17, 
1971, a light green Malibu two-door with black vinyl top 
bearing Maryland license GB 1065 was observed in the 
parking lot located to the rear of the Evening Capitol 
Newspaper, located at 213 West Street, Annapolis. 

Inquiry also disclosed that about a year and a 
half ago there was considerable publicity in Annapolis 
concerning the'ownership of the stock for the Evening 
Capitol Newspaper. At that time it was widely reported 
that Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson were part owners, 
either in their own names or in the name of a separate 


/ 


j firm. 


/ 



1 

/r 

_ IT 

Other members of thej 


family include 

sot 

J kge 1 1 daughter!_ 

1 acel , 


1 

1 

| dauehter 

_ 1 ace 1 _ 

~T/, 

1 1 sister J 1 


_brother-in- 1 awl_ 


_ 
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The Department of Motor Vehicles' records also 
dis closed t hree other automobiles registere d to memb ers of 
family and tw o registered to the I l couple T 


th e_ 

all at the 


address in Annapolis. 


The records of the Identification Divi sion dis¬ 
closed two civ il f ingerprint records received on 
born 


j 
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___ ___ r one on 

June 3, 1942, as an applicant for the General Engineering 
and Dry Dock Company at Alameda, California, and the second 
on December 3, 194-2, for his enlistment in the United States 
Army. The records of the following sou rces failed to dis- 
close any records of any members of the I I 

family: Washington Field Office indices, Bureau indices, 
Baltimore indices, Washington Metropolitan Police Depart¬ 
ment, Baltimore Police Department and the Maryland State 
Police. 


b6 
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At 11:00 p.m. February 17, 1971, the vehicle 
bearing the captioned license, occupied by a female, age 20, 
with long black hair, was observed departing the vicinity 
of the newspaper. The vehicle was followed to 5051 57th 
Street, Bladensburg, Maryland, where the female entered a 
12-unit apartment building. The name of Barbara Crouse 
was not shown on any of the mail boxes for the apartment 
building . 

You will be advised of the results of the additional 
inquiries being made in this matter. 
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TO 


Mr. Mohr 
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# Greenberg/Gray-4805 
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SUBJECT: jAMES^GERTY 

CAMERICAN BROADCASTING COMPANY (ABC) 
NEW YORK, N EW Y ORK 


Gale_- 

Rosen _ 

Tavel _ 

Walters_ 

Soyars _ 
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Holmes . 
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As reflected in the addendum of Bishop’s memorandum to 
Mr. Mohr of 2/18/71, Bishop furnished Mr. Hagerty on that date the Director’s 
reaction to the information which he had given to Bishop on the late afternoon 
of 2/17/71 concerning incidents at Mr. Hoover's house on the morning of 
2/17/71, as set forth in Bishop’s memorandum to Mr. Mohr on that date. 
Hagerty stated that he was going to make additional forceful inquiries into the 
matter to insure that he had the complete, accurate story and has not been 
given a "cock and bull" story by the Washington ABC representatives. 

Hagerty called Bishop back at 4:30 p. m. on 2/18/71 and stated 
that in his haste to get an explanation of this matter yesterday afternoon, he 
had gotten a garbled version of what actually happened, although he hastened to 
explain that ABC representatives definitely had nothing to do with taking any 
of Mr. Hoover’s garbage. He said that the following is what he has determined 
through his complete inquiries: 

In Mr. Hoover’s neighborhood yesterday morning there were 2 
ABC cars; one bore District of Columbia licenseJ777- 38,3 and contained a 3-man 
camera crew. This'carTs^Ts'signed to George/Romilly, one of the camera crew; 

I the other car was the person^ly"o\m^car''ot~‘gah)^^naldsonr-^i AB C n ewsman 
who was in charge of the group, his car being a green Chevrolet Cama.ro bearing 
Maryland license GJ 4146. Donaldson and the crew had agreed to meet at Mr. 
iToover’s'house on the morning of 2/17/71 and Donaldson drove there in his 
personal car. When he arrived, the car with the District of Columbia plates, 
bearing the 3-man camera crew, was there. He got out of his personal car, 
went over and talked to the men in the camera crew and gave them their 
instructions as to how he wanted cameras set up for the possibility of filming 
Mr. Hoover as he departed his residence, and continued while in the area to ^ 
give directions to the camera crp(»].}.5 ^y y yyr //_ jiO 

1 - Mr. Mohr Nil 

1-Mr. Bishop S^APR 16iQ7t 

1 - Miss Gandy (CONTINUED - OVER) 

1 - Mr. M. A. Jones 
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Bishop to Mr. Mohr memo (continued) 
Re: JAMES HAGERTY 


A third car, a 1969 green color e d Chevrolet bea rin g M aryland 
license ^ GB 1 065 , drove up to the area of Mr. Hoover’s house after the 2 ABC 
A cars we re* already there. A man got out of the car and when he started to take 
things out of the garbage can, Donaldson instructed his crew to shoot film of 
the incident. After Mr. Hoover's chauffeur and a female Negro from Mr. 
Hoover's house talked to the man taking tilings out of the garbage can, he gave 
the "V” sign with his fingers, got back in the car with Maryland license GB 1065 
and drove off. At no time did any of the ABC representatives speak to this 
individual or anybody else in his car. When Mr. Hoover's chauffeur departed 
in Mr. Hoover's car, Donaldson, in his car, and the 3 ABC cameramen in the 
car with the District of Columbia license, followed it for a short while until 
they determined that Mr. Hoover was not in the car, at which time they came 
.back to the area of Mr. Hoover's house. After remaining there awhile and 
feeling that Mr. Hoover was not coming out, Donaldson gave instructions that 
the group should leave and both of the ABC cars departed; Donaldson left alone 
in his car,and the 3 cameramen in the car with the District of Columbia license 
, plates. 


With regard to the call received by ABC on the morning of 2/17/71 
from the individual who said he worked for Jack Anderson, Mr. Hagerty advises 
that he caused an inquiry to be made to Jack Anderson's office asking if 
someone had called ABC on the morning of 2/17/71 to report that they had been 
filmed taking items from Mr. Hoover's garbage can by an ABC crew. Hagerty 
said that Anderson admitted that one of his employees, who he identified as 
"Chuck Elliott, Jr., a staff assistant, " was the individual who had telephoned 
lABC on that morning advising he was the individual photographed by ABC. 


Mr. Hagerty again stated that he wanted Mr. Hoover to know 
that the film made by ABC would never be utilized on the air and that ABC was 
not going to show any program concerning Mr. Hoover or the Shaw case at this 
time, and he also advised Bishop that he felt he had given sufficient instructions 
to insure that no ABC cameramen would ever again take pictures at Mr. Hoover's 
(residence. He did state, however, that he must agree with Mr. Hoover that 
Donaldson and the camera crew used poor judgment in going to Mr. Hoover's 
residence in the first place, after Mr. Hoover had indicated that he would not 
grant any interviews, and that they should have at least advised the FBI in 
advance of their intentions to film Mr. Hoover departing his residence. 
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Bishop to Mr. Mohr memo (continued) 
Re: JAMES HAGERTY 


This would seem to clarify to a great extent what was observed 
by Mr. Hoover at his residence yesterday morning. To further clarify the 
matter, SAC Turvn of the Baltimore Of fice, on Bishop’s instructions, contacted 


this afternoon 
issued MarylandTIcense^CB 1065 for a 1967 Dodge. 


of Ellicott C itv. Mary land, to whom is 


advised that he 



drives his car to work each morning, arriving at a Baltimore factory at 6:00 a.m, 
and that the car remains parked there in a locked condition until he leaves in 
the late afternoon. He said that he arrived at his employment at 6:00 a.m. on 
2/17/71 and his car was not utilized by him or anyone else until the late afternoon. 
He additionally noted that his car is a 4-door Dodge Dart, beige (very light tan) 
in color. It would appear from the above that the car utilized by the individual 
who searched through the garbage can bore Maryland license GB 1065 rather 
than CB 1065. It will be noted that inquiries concerning this Maryland tag by 
the Washington Field Office (WFO) have developed that this license plate is 
issued to a William RalphVtfrouse of Annapo li s, Maryla nd, for a 1969 light green 
^ Chevrolet^Thts^’ar is-'tfene rally in the possession of Crouse's daughter, 

*iBarbara/Crouse, aged 20, who is e mploye d- afc.the.. Evening..Capitol Newspaper 
*in Annapolis/ J 'T& which Jack Anderson was a director in April, 1970. Through 
investigation by WFO on the night of 2/17/71, it was determined that Barbara 
Crouse is the girlfriend of Charle e/Elliott, Jr., who lives at A partmen t 302, 

5105 57th Street, Bladen sburg^Maryland, and who is employed by Jack Anderson 
ffi^cblumnistr^It will be noted that Elliott is the same individual who has been 
asking questions in Mr. Hoover's neighborhood previously and also was 


b6 
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previously identified in a column by Anderson as having searched Mr. 

v /? TV/ . A /’/ >■ 


Hoover's 


garbage can. ^ /f 


As the Director is aware, Elliott is described as being 26 years of 
age, 5 feet 7 inches, 175 pounds, wears a moustache and has dark hair. His 
photograph is being obtained by WFO and will be shown to the Director and Moten. 


RECOMMENDATION: 
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TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 



OfTIONM ; ^3«M NO. 10 
MAit Wbt't'P .T(Oft» 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


1 - Mr. E. S. Miller 
1 - Mr. T. J. Smith 


Mr. E. S . Miller 


DATE: 


6/14/73 





\ 




JUNE 


\ 


JHARLES EDWARD RADFORD II 
SENSITIVE COVERAGE FOR THE WHITE HOUSE 


COVE - ESPIONAGE 


/ 




Mr. P’elt_ 

Mr. Baker_ 

Mr. Callahan _ 
Mr. Cleveland 

Mr. Conrad_ 

Mr. Gebhardt 
Mr. Jenkins 
Mr, Marshall 

_Hiller, Efe 

’r. Soyar9<__ 
Mr. Thompson 

Mr. Walters_ 

Tele. Room _ 

Mr. Baise_ 

Mr. Barnes_ 

Mr. Bowers_ 

Mr. Heringtcn 

^Mr. Conmy_ 

Mr. Mintz- 

Mr. Eardley __ 
Mrs. Hogan_ 


Although completely unrelated in any way to prior requests 
of the White House for electronic surveiUance coverage of White House 
aides and newsmen from 1969 - 1971 in connection with leaks of highly 
classified national security-information, captioned matter also related to 
electronic surveillance coverage of individuals at the specific request of 
the White House. Because of the very sensitive nature of the matter, it is 
being given a code w or d 11 COVE - Espionage" and all records and documents 
relating to the matter will be kept in the Associate Director's Office with 
access limited to those persons who have received prior individual approval 
from the Director, Associate Director or the Assistant Director in charge of 
the Intelligence Division. Although index cards will be maintained in the 
general indices of the Bureau, and index cards will be filed in the Special 
Electronic Surveillance indices, no abstracts will be prepared except in 
correspondence to and from the field and memoranda dated from this date 
forward. 


The genesis of this matter is as follows: On 12/22/71, the 
Attorney General, JohnN. Mitchell, personally contacted Mr. W. Mark,Felt, 
who was then the Deputy Associate Director, and instructed him to 
institute, after clearing with Mr. Hoover, a telephone surveillance of 
Charles Edward Radford II, a Navy Yeoman 1st Class assigned to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Mr. Mitchell said that this instruetiorr eiarrveldirectly^from 
President Nixon. He called attention to the Jack/Anderson column of ! ,y 



12/14/71, wherein disclosures were made of conversations between the ~ 




President and Dr. Henry A. Kissinger and between Dr. Kissinger and ^ , 

other high officials at the White House and the State Department. T; ') 


Mitchell said they believed Radford was the leak to Anderson 
of this information. He explained that both Radford and Anderson are 
members of the same church (Mormon) and that their respective wives 


TJS: glw(,,j) 
(3) * 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


were closely associated in church work. Radford was responsible for 
frequent contact with the White House and the National Security Council. 

It was later determined that Radford had been brought to Washington by 
Admiral Moorer, and he was in a position to be privy and have access to 
the type of data being leaked. He had previously worked for Admiral Moorer. 

It was also subsequently learned unofficially that Radford had 
already been confronted by Navy investigators concerning the leaks and 
had, as a matter of fact, already been given polygraph tests concerning 
the leaks and his association with Jack Anderson. The FBI was not 
requested to conduct any investigation of the leaks; only to place electronic 
coverage on Radford. 

Mr. Mitchell told Mr. Felt that the President was gravely 
concerned over this matter and was anxious to ascertain the full extent 
of the security breach. He said that no prosecution was contemplated . 

Mr. Mitchell inquired as to whether Mr. Felt believed physical surveil¬ 
lance might be productive and Mr. Felt replied that it might be productive, 
but also might be very dangerous because if Radford became aware of the 
same and furnished this information to Jack Anderson even more damaging 
columns could result. Mr. Mitchell agreed. 

The Attorney General requested to be advised on a day-to- 
day basis of developments in this case. Mr. Felt told Mr. Mitchell that 
reports would be made directly to him and that the matter would be 
handled on a strict "need-to-know" basis in the Bureau. 

After clearing with Mr. Hoover, Mr. Felt instructed you to 
personally contact the SAC, WFO, and instruct that the coverage be 
instituted as quickly as possible. You were also told to instruct the SAC, 
WFO, that the number of individuals having access to this matter be 
limited on a strict "need-to-know" basis. Mr. Felt instructed that 


-2- CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


summaries prepared for the Attorney General should be blind and no 
tickler copies should be made. One yellow copy was to be made for 
personal retention of Mr. Felt under maximum security in his office. 

These instructions were modified shortly thereafter so that the original 
blind memorandum was sent to the White House in a sealed envelope 
addressed to "Honorable John D. Ehrlichman - Eyes Only." A copy was 
prepared for the Attorney General, and a yellow file copy for Mr. Felt's 
retention. 

Only one copy of the logs were prepared by WFO and these 
were delivered on a daily basis in a sealed envelope to you marked in 
such a manner that it would be opened only by you. No record was 
maintained of the installation by WFO. Only the SAC, Robert Kunkel, 
and Coordinating Security Supervisor, Courtland J. Jones, were fully 
knowledgeable in WFO concerning the coverage. I was the only one in 
the Intelligence Division besides yourself who knew of the coverage. I 
reviewed the logs and prepared the summaries, and I always hand- 
carried them to Mr. Felt, the Director's Office, the Attorney General's 
Office and handed the sealed envelope over to the Liaison Agent for 
delivery to the White House. On two or three occasions, I personally 
delivered the sealed envelopes to the White House and turned them over 
to David Young, who was on Mr. Ehrlichman's staff. As a matter of 
record, these envelopes were delivered to Young's office by the Liaison 
Agent. We know for a fact that Young was reviewing the summaries and 
he personally informed us that he furnished the summaries to Ehrlichman. 

Electronic surveillance coverage was instituted on Radford's 
residence on 12/23/71. In line with the policy which was in effect at 
the time, a leased line letter was prepared for delivery to the C & P 
Telephone Company, and this letter was signed by Mr. Hoover. 

' _ It was quickly determined that I _ 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller , 

Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


| This information was reported to the 
White House and the Attorney General. 

On 1/4/72, the Attorney General called Mr. Felt and said 


On 1/11/72, the Attorney General called Mr. Felt with 
further reference to the matter of the leak of confidential White House 
memoranda to columnist Jack Anderson. Mr. Mitchell said that this 
matter was far from being resolved and indications were then that other 
persons may be involved. He said that Radford was still a prime suspect. 
Radford was presently en route to his new duty station at Portland, Oregon, 
>flnd he would be staying temporarily with his stepfather, William Frank 
.^ Morgan. The Attorney General requested that a telephone surveillance 
■ of Radford at his temporary location at the Morgan home be instituted as 
quickly as possible. He requested that results be promptly furnished 


- 4 - CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 

daily to him and to Mr. John D. Ehrlichman at the White House. Upon 
Mr. Hoover's approval, Mr. Felt instructed you to obtain the coverage 
promptly and to exercise the same security precautions as before. 


b6 

b7C 


Coverage of Radford in Portland, Oregon, was productive in 
that it established that the Radfords were still in cont act with Jack Anders on. 
although the conversations were innocuous in nature. I I 

b7C 


Radford was then transferred permanently to the Naval Reserve 
Training Center at Salem, Oregon, and David Young requested that we 
institute electronic surveillance (wiretap) coverage of Radford both at his 
place of employment and his residence. Young assured us that the Attorney 
General concurred. In order to effect coverage at the Naval Reserve Training 
Center, it was necessary to place coverage on three separate lines going 
into the Naval Reserve Training Center. However, no calls were monitored 


- 5 - CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


which were obviously not directed to or from Radford. Even so, a large 
volume of traffic was handled. Coverage was instituted on the Naval 
Reserve Training Center lines 2/4/72, although no calls were monitored 
until opening of business on 2/7/72 when Radford was scheduled to report 
for duty. Coverage was instituted on the residence of Charles Edward 
Radford II on 2/15/72 . 


On 2/17/72, David You ng advised that coverage of [ 


should be removed because of lack of 


productivity, but that the coverage maintained at both Portland and Salem ; 
Oregon, be continued. Accordingly, the coverage on 
was removed on 2/17/72. 


b6 
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Subsequently, at the request of David Young at the White 
House, coverage on the Naval Reserve Training Center in Salem, Oregon, 
and on William Frank Morgan, Radford's stepfather in Portland, Oregon, 
was discontinued 4/11/72. The coverage on Radford's residence continued, 
however. The coverage on Radford was finally discontinued on 6/20/72, 
following the Supreme Court decision in the Keith case. It was not 
discontinued on 6/19/72, as others falling under the Keith rule had been, 
since we were awaiting a decision from the White House. 


Although we felt at the time that the Radford case fell within 
the meaning of the Keith rule, and so stated to the White House at the time, 
a reexamination of the facts surrounding the coverage relating to leaks such 
as those involved in the Radford coverage has resulted in a conclusion that 
this coverage would not have been affected by the Keith decision, inasmuch 
as such coverage was in furtherance of efforts by the President to protect 
national security information, which function was excepted in the Keith 
decision. 


It is to be noted that in connection with wiretaps placed in 
this instance, no written authority was ever obtained from the Attorney General 
The initial request came from the Attorney General in personal instructions 

I • 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sehsitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


to Mr. Felt. Each was then approved by Mr. Hoover. Reports prepared 
from review of the logs were delivered to the Attorney General as weU as 
the White House, so there was no question at any time that the Attorney 
General was not aware of the coverage. Propriety of the coverage was 
never in doubt at any time. It was unquestionably related to the national 
security, and the necessity for maintaining the fewest possible records 
relating to the coverage was obvious. This was the reason why no letter 
was sent to the Attorney General requesting and getting individual written 
approvals. This was the reason the coverage was reported by blind 
memorandum on unwatermarked bond paper. This was the reason the 
records were retained under heavy security in Mr. Felt’s Office. This 
was the reason that only a very few persons were privy to the coverage. 

The possibility of our coverage being leaked to Jack Anderson was very 
real and very great. At the time, some of the Bureau’s tightly held matters 
were appearing in public print and the need for secrecy was apparent. 

It is to be noted that following John N. Mitchell’s resignation 
as Attorney General, no further reports relating to the coverage were 
delivered to the Attorney General's Office. Mr. Felt inquired of Attorney 
General Kleindienst if he desired to continue to get the reports and he 
replied in effect that he did not know anything about the coverage and did 
not want any reports relating to it. ' 

Insofar as other records maintained, there were no records in 
the electronic indices. However, Mr. Hoover instructed that the number 
of wiretaps be included in the overall number of wiretaps which was a part 
of his testimony before the Appropriations Subcommittee, and a part of 
the total number which had a definite ceiling. In other words when the total 
number of wiretaps permitted by Mr. Hoover at any given time included one 
of the Radford wiretaps, other national security taps were reduced by this 
number. 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Rc: Cl\arles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 

i 

1. That an espionage case file be opened on this case and that 
it be hereafter referred to by the code word "COVE - Espionage." 


2. That upon being serialized and indexed, this file be 
maintained in the Associate Director's Office under secure conditions and ! 

i 

that access to the file be limited to those who have received prior approval !, 
of the Director, Associate Director or Assistant Director, Intelligence Division. 


3. That in accordance with procedures approved in connection 
with prior file on White House-requested wiretaps in 1969-1971, no abstracts 
be made except as described herein. 


4. That index cards be prepared for inclusion in the Bureau's 
general indices, and that indexing be done by the Intelligence Division. 


5. That index cards be prepared by the Intelligence Division 
from the logs of coverage in this case for inclusion in the Special Electronic 
Surveillance indices maintained by the Special Investigative Division. 


- 8 - CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. E. S. Miller 
Re: Charles Edward Radford II 

Sensitive Coverage for the White House 
COVE - Espionage 


6. That no dissemination be made of information contained in 
this file or from the coverage related thereto without prior authorization of 
the Director, Associate Director or Assistant Director, Intelligence Division. 
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12-22-71 



TO THE DIRECTOR: 

RE: CHARLES EDWARD RADFORD II 
148 CLAGETT, SOUTHWEST 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


T v Iv t 



On 12-22-71 Attorney General Mitchell personally instructed 
me to institute, after clearing with you, telephone surveillance of captioned 
individual, telephone number 561-8384. 


Mr. Mitchell said that this instruction came directly from 
President Nixon. Mitchell called attention to the Jack Anderson column 
of Tuesday, December 14, 1971, wherein disclosures were made of 
conversations between the President and Henry Kissinger and between 
Kissinger and other high officials at the White House and the State 
Department. Mitchell said they believed Radford was the leak to 
Anderson of this information. He explained that both Radford and 
Anderson are members of the same church and that their respective 
wives are closely associated in church work. According to Mitchell 
Radford is a Navy Yeoman 1st Class assigned to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and responsible for frequent contact with the White House and 
the National Security Council. 

.. i 

Mitchell advised that the President was gravely concerned 
over this matter and was anxious to ascertain the full extent of the security 
breach. He said that no prosecution was contemplated. He inquired as to 
whether I felt physical surveillance would be productive. I indicated that 
while it might be productive it might also be very dangerous because if 
Radford became aware of the same and furnished this information to 
Anderson even more damaging columns could result. The Attorney 
General agreed. 


The Attorney General requested to be advised on a day-to-day 
basis of developments in this case. I advised him that reports would be 
made directly to him and that the matter would be handled on a strict 
"need-to-know" basis in the Bureau. 


r <?>' 




& 






JUN 


After clearing with you, I instructed Miller to personally contact 
SAC Kunkel of the Washington Field Office and instruct that the desired 
coverage be instituted as quickly as possible. I instructed Miller and told 
him to instruct-Kunkel that the number of individuals having access to this 

6 p 7S/q l: _ 3- 
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matter.be limited on a strict "need-to-know" basis. I told Miller that 
summaries prepared for the Attorney General should be blind and no 
tickler copies should be made. One yellow copy should be made for 
personal retention by me under maximum security in my office. 

Attached is a copy of the Jack Anderson column for Tuesday, 

12-14-71. 
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A dangerous confrontation 
is developing between .Soviet 
raid American i.uvaUforces in 
tin? T>ay cf Benga 1 . 

President Nixon has ordered' 
a naval task force into those 
troubled voders as a restraint 
upon India. Nov heading for 
the Eay of Bengal are the air¬ 
craft carrier Enterprise, am¬ 
phibious assault ship Tripoli, 
guided missile frigate King, 
and guided missile destroyers 
Parsons, Decatur and Tartar 
Sara. 

At the same time, Soviet 
naval ships have been spotted 
steaming into the Bay of Ben¬ 
gal ostensibly to bolster India. 

Even more ominous, intelli¬ 
gence reports claim that So¬ 
viet technicians are aboard In¬ 
dian naval craft that have at¬ 
tacked Pakistani harbor and 
shore installations. U.S., Brit¬ 
ish and other foreign mer¬ 
chant ships have been hit in 
these attacks. 

Rockets fired from under 
the ocean have also been 
tracked. The Pakistani Navy 
has urgently requested U.S. 
help in determining whether 
the rockets could have been 
launched from ? Soviet sub¬ 
marine. . q - 

Inside the V, lute House, | 
meanwhile, the President hast 
made no attempt to hide hii| 
favoritism for. Pakistan. Hej 
has developed a close personals 


relationship with Pakistan’s 
dynamic President Yrhya 
Khan. 

Mr. Nixon, accordingly, bn 5 
ordered his crisis team, known 
formally as the Washington 
bpocUd Action Group, lo find 
way s short of direct interven¬ 
tion to help Pakistan. The 
hush-hush group, headed by 
presidential policymaker 
Henry Kissinger, has been 
meeting almost daily in the 
White Home’s fabled secret 
Situation Room since the Indi¬ 
an-Pakistani outbreak. 

Nixoira Secret Ire 

At tile Dec. 3 meeting Kis¬ 
singer snorted: "I’m getting 
hell every half-hour from the 
President that we’re not being 
•tough enough on India. He hs>; 
just erdied me again. Ho 
doesn’t believe we’re carrying 
out his wishes. He wants to 
tilt in favor of Pakistan. He 
feels everything we do comes 
out otherwise/’ 

Adni. Thomas Moorer, chair¬ 
man of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, reviewed the military 
situation. CIA Chief Richard 
Helms also reported‘what .his 
agents had found out about 
the fighting. Then Kissinger 
brought up the United Na¬ 
tions. 

"If the U.N. can’t operate in 
this kind of situation effec¬ 
tively,”' he growled, “ its utility 
has come to an.end, and it i! 
useless to think of U.N, guar 
sntees in th? Middle F-?.st/’_ 
"We’il have a reeonrq 


I H 011 for you this afternoon”. 

, promised Assistant State Sec¬ 
retary Joseph Sisco. - 

"V/e have to take action,” 
pressed Kissinger. "The Fresh 
j deist is blaming me, but you 
people are iu the clear.” 

“That's ideal:” retorted 
Sisco cheerily. 

There was discussion about 
a statement that had been pre¬ 
pared for Ambassador George 
Bush to deliver at the U.N. 
Kissinger thought it' was "too 
ev&nhanded” and ought to be 
tougher on India. 

To maintain a diplomatic 
•balance, Sisco suggested that 
economic steps could be taken 
against India but .that similar 
moves against Pakistan should 
be announced as "under re¬ 
view.” 

"Its hard to tilt toward Pak- 
i is-tan,” grumped Kissinger, "if 
jwe have to match every In¬ 
dian step viLh a Pakistan 
step.” 

jU.S. Too Gentle? - 

At the next secret meeting 
j on Dec. 4, Kissinger reported 
I that the President was still 
fuming over the gentle treat- 
merit U.S. spokesmen were 
giving India. 

"The President is under the 
‘illusion 1 that he is giving in¬ 
structions,” said Kissinger, 
"not that he is. merely being 
| kept apprised of affairs as 
! they progress/’ 

mfr N!xok ' ^awhile, ha 

iPegarded several secret, ur- 
Co' • 1 T 1 d • ~ 2- _ 


O V 

gout appeals from Kenneth 
Keating, the American Ambas¬ 
sador iu New Delhi, that.<11$ 
U.S. should be careful not to 
alienate India. 

He. rep 0 r te’d t ha t Iiad re¬ 
ceived personal assurances 
from Indian Foreign Minister. 
Swaran Singh not only that 
the populace welcomed the 
liberation of Fast Pakistan but 
that India had no intention of 
annexing Hie conquered terri¬ 
tory. India had no wish, said 
Singh, to provide. "even a 
semblance of Indian adminis¬ 
tration” but. would permit the 
Bengalis to rule themselves. ’’ 

In another secret message,. 
Keating- sharply disputed- Hi¬ 
story put out by the V/hite 
House about the* Indian-Paki- 
stani developments. 

"I have made the foregoing 
comments,” he concluded, "in 
the full knowledge that I may 
not have been privy to all the 
important facts of Unis trag¬ 
edy. On the basis of what I do 
know, I do not believe those 
elements of the (White House) 
story ;either acid to our posi¬ 
tion or, perhaps more impor¬ 
tantly, to our credibility.” 

It would be ironic if Richard 
Nixon, who mounted the polit¬ 
ical soapbox in times past to 
accuse the .Democrats of "los¬ 
ing” China to the Communists, 
should be responsible for 
pushing India info eager 5o- 
f vict arms. • 

BeU-McCiure Syndic at* 
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January 11, 1972 

^ii N 

DO NOT FILE 
8 RETURN TO ROOM 5744 


MR. TOLSON: 

RE: 


f) 

CHARLES E. RADFORD H 


At 12:30 p.m., 1-11-72, Attorney General Mitchell called 
with further reference to the matter of the leak of confidential White 
House memoranda to columnist Jack Anderson. 

Mitchell said that this matter is far from resolved and 
indications are now that other persons may be involved. He said that 
Radford is still a prime suspect. Radford is presently en route to hijs 
new duty station at Portland, Oregon, where he will be staying, at 1 | 
least temporarily, with his step-father, Mr. William Frank Morgan, ; 
5511 Southeast Mitchell Street, Portland, Oregon. 

The Attorney General requested that telephonic surveillance 
of Radford at his temporary location at the Morgan home be instituted 
as quickly as possible. He requested that results be promptly furnished 
daily to him and to Mr. John Ehrlichman at the White House. 

,1 If the Director approves, I will instruct Miller to take 

i'the necessary steps to obtain this coverage promptly and to exercise 
fthe same security precautions as before. 



WMF:crt X 
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Post Office Box 709 
Portland, Oregon 97207 


January 11, 1972 


I I ' b6 

'hAjWai Security MAnAg^r b7c 

Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company b 7 D 
723 Lincoln Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 




Dear 


It is requested that facility information, including 
terminal locations, be furnished for the service listed to 
William Frank Morgan at 5511 SE Mitchell Street, Portland^ 
Oregon. 


y yours, i 



J* L. MATTSON J-v , 
Special Agent in Charge 
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January 12, 1972 


1 UKcr 

RE: CHARLES E. RADFORD II 


For your information telephone surveillance coverage was 
instituted on the telephone service of 'William Frank Morgan, 
5511 Southeast Mitchell Street, Portland, Oregon, Telephone 
Number (503) 774-9750 at 11:20 AM this date, pursuant to your 

request. 

You will be kept currently informed of all pertinent 
information developed through this coverage. 




JUN 
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January 12, 197 


b6 

b7C 


Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company 
723 Lincoln Building , ' 

Portland, Oregon 97204 i. -—-s') • 


Dear 


JUNE 


’ b6 
b7C 


In connection with an investigation being con¬ 
ducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, under its 
lav/ful and established jurisdiction, it is requested that 
you furnish to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, at 
the usual commercial rates, the facilities or services set 
out below. This request is -made\ upon the specific written 
authorization of the Attorney General of the United States 
as a necessary investigative technique under the powers of 
the President to protect the national security. Your co¬ 
operation in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

- It is requested that leased line facilities be 
furnished as follows: 


From: 


To 


551 Southeast Mitchell Street, 
Portland, Oregon 

Crown Plaza Building, 

Portland, Oregon 


Very truly yours. 




. TJS :mea, (2) 

-• ‘ V*“ ' * * V rti ’ T ; 


' John Edgar Hoover 
Director 
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January 17, 1972 


RE: WILLIAM FRAUK MORGAN 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
(Charles E. Radford II) 



The following is a summary of pertinent information developed 
through coverage of William Frank Morgan, Portland, Oregon, over 
the period January 14 through 16, 1372: 

_ On January 14th at 12:40 PM I I talked to I 


b6 

b7C 


|_____T There was nothing 

more significant m this conversation and there were no other 
significant calls on January 14th. . ■ 

C^7'3/0?~y-0 

No information of pertiaence was developed on January 15th. 

not"recorded 

On January 16, 1972, at 9:33 PH Tonne (Radford ) called, the_ ^ 

long distance information operator and asked for the telephone'- ' 1 ” 

number of _ J« : 3ck~'t! .' Anderson. Bethesda. itaryland. It was giseen 
as (.301)- 305-76 32 and was then dialed by Tonne"! A male " Voice 
answered;and Tonne said, "Jack ? Is Libby (phonetic) there, this 
is Tonne." 'A woman came on the line and Tonne said, "Libby ? 

This is Tonne, I understand, you called. ’We are in Portland, Oregon 
right now." .Libby inquired if they would be there awhile and 
said, "I never did give you that stuff.Tonne replied that they 
were going to be transferred someplace around Portland. She said, 
"He'a supposed to pick up his.orders tomorrow." Libby replied, 

£ O.K.send me your address and I'll send you your geneology. 

If you want me to do anything more I'll send what we have so far. 

We wondered and. I called." Tonne replied , " There was nothing we 
could say., to anybody. ": Libby said, "I' 11 still help you on your 
geneology. Did you see the folks in Salt Lake City ?" Tonne 
replied that the weather had been -bad and they took the Southern 
route. She said, "We couldn't Tell anybody where we were going, 
so it’s still hush hush and it's- between-you and I. Did Jack 
... get the card ? " Libby replied, "Not yet." Tonne said, " -W&-. sent , 
a post card from Arizona last week. It's all done in s h ort h and 
r‘- •- so I'm sure_ Ja ck c an read it r It'll explain some things. .. Libby 

r rep“ri'ec!'V^"I hope to sec you again sometime." Nothing more pertinent 
was discu 
S6, 1972. 

JU N C51973/c ' 


ssed> and were no other Pertinent caXls on Januar-v 






MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON 


January 24, 1972 


CT (Ai\ll£ 


RE: SPECIAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
COVERAGE FOR TEE WHITE HOUSE 
LEAKS TO JACK ANDERSON 


You will recall that just prior to Christmas we instituted 
electronic surveillance coverage of Charles E. Radford II, a Navy 
Yeoman who was assigned to Admiral Moorer's Office at the White . 
House. It developed that Radford had been examined on a poly graph 
and it was detected that he had been in contact with Jack Anderson 
and, according to the polygraph examiner, had guilty knowledge of 
material being leaked to Anderson. 

As result of coverage of Radford, two predominant names r ‘ 
emerged showing an unusual amount of interest in the investiga- 
Jll. an hedaiaz. aaxudiui±£ji hu U&jEena* P^njni±]iLeji± a£ RnAfnxxL. C 

b7C 



The White House requested coverage of\ 
8till monitoring his phone. I 


and we are b6 

b7C 



The White "'House requested coverage of[ 
still monitoring her phone. 


and we are 


b6 

b7C 


($ S"" 

hoTrecorded 

JUN 2 5 1973 


,.vA 


V 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON 
SPECIAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
COVERAGE FOR THE WHITE HOUSE 
LEAKS TO JACK ANDERSON 

PAGE TWO 


Shortly after the first of the year Radford was suddenly 
transferred to Portland, Oregon. Coverage of his phone in this 
area was of course discontinued. However, at the request of the 
White House coverage was instituted on 1/11/72 of the residence 
of Radford's stepfather in Portland, Oregon, Mr. William Frank 
Morgan. 

Information of possible significance to the White House 
has been developed through coverage of the Morgan residence in 
Portland. For example% Radford's wife, Tonne (pronounced Tony), 
telephoned Jack Anderson's residence in Bethesda and talked to 
Anderson's wife. It was obvious from the conversation that the 
Radfords and Andersons are more than just casually acquainted. 



* The White House has now requested that we institute coverag e 

of Radford both at his. place of emoloument and residence in Salem . 

✓ Oregon, when he finally moves there. He will be at the Naval 

Warine Corps Training Center at Salem, and has indicated he will 
either buy or rent a place to live in Salem. Radford at this 
moment is visiting relatives in the Seattle, Washington, area. 

With the Director's approval we will institute the coverage 
requested by the White House. I will keep you currently advised 
of all developments. » 

* /=7?6fi Of)wo ybu/s^-, /9s$ 7 ; Ta 

’C./S/9rtM w. MARK FELT 

/9, O- o/y/j cj/PO ___ Z-A ’ 





Post Office Box 709 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

February 14, 1972 


u) U Ki 


/ ‘Oo 


V -j < 


b6 

b7C: 


General security Manager 
Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company 
723 Lincoln Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 ' 

Dear Hr. Swank: 


It is requested that facility information, 
including terminal locations, be furnished for the 
telephone service listed to C. E. Radford, 4074 
Campbell Street, SE, Salem, Oregon. 


.i 


J, 



1 Addressee 
1 SAC 

JLMyla' 

( 2 ) 





• V'i ■, .-a* 6 


JUN £51973:% ' Greenberg/Gray.4827 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. TOLSON 


February 17, 1972 



RE: SPECIAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
REQUESTED B1 TEE WHITE BOUSE 


You will recall that in connection with the leak of 
highly classified and extremely sensitive White Bouse documents 
to Jack Anderson, the White House requested that we institute 
special electronic surveillance coverage of the prime suspect, 
Charles ERadford,, II, a Navy enlisted man who had access to the 
'documents afuT'was personally acquainted with Jack Anderson. 



Radford was subseque ntly tran sfe rred to Portland, Oregon, 
however, and the coverage on | ~~| and Y \ has been mostly 

negative in recent days. On 2/1T7T2, Mr. David Young, of Mr. 

Wh ite Hous_e . advis_ed th at 
nd I I should 

be removed due to lack of productivity. He requested that the b6 
coverage abe are maintaining at Portland and Salem, Oregon be hie 

continued, however. You will recall that we maintain coverage 
of William Frank Morgan, Portland, Oregon, Radford’s step father, 
and on Radford himself at his residence and place of employment 
in Salem. 



Accordingly, the coverage on |_| was ordered 

discontinued immediately and Washington Field Office advised that 
it was discontinued at 9:45 AM on this date. b 

I will keep you fully of all developments in this case. 


(o £7 75 I P.tflJ 

fiOT RECORDED 


W. MARK FELT 


JUN 2 5 1973 
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.SiSkAS* 


a a ras fl am i ^^ , 


May 4, 1972 


Re: CHARLES E. RADFORD II 


. J l- <V •- 


The following is a summary of pertinent 
information developed on May 3, 1972, concerning 
Radford at Salem, Oregon. 



b6 

b7C 


b6 

b7C- 


after' several attempts Chuck 
called Jack Anderson (301 - 365-7632) to congratulate 
him for his Pulitzer designation. At first Anderson 
didn't know who Chuck was. When he did realize with 
whom he was-talking he asked Chuck if he were still 
following his geneology. He said he had received Chuck's 
letter but hadn't had an opportunity to answer. He 
asked Radford if he were pleased now that life was a 
little easier for him. Chuck said "everything was fine," 
but said he feels he'll be able to get back in the 
mainstream in a while.. 


■t i.. : 


;£/ : .;; o;V'/Andersion’. suggested civilian life and offered 
to assist Chuck in the future. 




Chuck mentioned the letter he wrote Anderson 
to which Anderson replied "Certainly, you can see anything." 
Chuck replied "OK, that's what I wanted to know." 

Tonne and Libby (Mrs. Anderson) then talked 
(small talk) and Libby gave her the Andersons' unlisted 
telephone number (365-8242). 


I 1 I A 5 /) 


r\ 


NOT RECORDED 


;2 6 19t3 ; 
: v-- " •?vU"<'-'Q'eenba*^ 


Greenb org/6 t i ay-4829 • 


<n7o 




iK-ercepted at 


Interception date: 
Telephone number: 
Tape reel number: 


5/3/V2 


******* — 


fry 4 *fry *. : 


87-^'*Sl 


Time 




Greenberg/Gray-4830 


Activity or Traffic Recorded 


8:21AM 
8:21AM 
8:22AM 
8 :25AM 
3:25AM 
6:26AM 
8:26AM 


JTE D)G Busy 
JTE OG. " 

JTE OG ”2 

JTE OG " 

JTE OG " 

JTE OG " 

JTE OG "' 


t! tt 

It 1t ! 


It It 

t! tt 


tr t» 


b6 

'• b7C 


8:29AM 


JTE OG 


SfluuiBxio 
8: l.i 6 AM 


8:50AM 


li:31AM 


11:20 AM 


11:59AM 


JTE OG 


JTE 0G‘ 


JTE IC 


JTE OG 


JTE OG 



Operator's name/initials 


W. Allen Bostdorff 


Date 


Time period 



WAB 















Intercepted at ... » 


Interception date: 5/3/72 ___ _ J . . 

.^Telephone number: 

...Tap'e"7r eel • number.? 87 - 88-89 Greenbefg?6ray-483i/. 


IC 

or Activity or Traffic Recorded 



4:28 

4:29* 


Directory Assistance 

_ j 

tlo director'' 


Prom 

To 


iU 

1 



;1o directory assistance b7c. 


Directory Assistance for dialing long Distance 
directory^assistance. 


Operator's name/initials 


Date 


HI 


Time period 


:oo 


mm 

ml 




















Intercepted at 11 


imE&iUM- 


Interception date: 


73/7'? - ?v- 


Prom: 


llwoPr 

























Intercepted an 


Interception date: 5/3/7? 


Prom 


Telephone number: ^ 
Tape .reel number: I 


Time 


55 WAR IC 


6:U9 


6:50 


C-.51 


6 : 5 ? 

6:53 

6:5ft 

6:55 

✓ 

6:56 

7:00 




87-88-89 


ige fi 



Activity or Traffic Recorded 



Informatioji cperator* irl Bethesda, Md., Chuck wanting 
the home phor.e number of Jack Anderson 365“7632,. 

Line Busy j( 301-365“ 7 632 Anderson) 

j i • 

Chuck to Lpm Distance operator re a second 
home phonej ni.mber f or Anderson or^in the alternative 
a number Listed for | No listings 

i , b6 

Line Busy 3Q1~365“7632 Anderson) b7c 


/{ 

Hi / it 

i / 1 I 

if; .. 


' tr y / 
/ /'■ 


Operator's name/initia] 


Date 


eriod 















Intercepted at ^i' 

—• ' i r7 i i ■ - * 

^1' ■ ■ * 

Interception date? 
Telephone number: 
.Taper Wel^jQumb err 


Time 


OG 

7:11 

WAB 

0G 

7:19 

WAB 

OG 

8:37 

WAB 

IC 

6:38 

WAB 

OG 

8:50 

WAB 

OG 


u 


? 3/72 o : / 


87-88-89 


From: 


page5 



Activity or Traffic Recorded 


G Line Busy (301-365-7632 Anderson) 
11 11 11 11 11 


for a person.. ' ■ , 

Line Busy (3,01r 365-7632 Anderson) 




MC Chuckto ;( 301-365“ 7 632) to MA Jack Anderson. 
Chuck sought ito congratulate him on the Pulitzer 
Prize and Pkked him when he would accept it. 
Anderson said that he had received Chucks last 
letter and;then broke away to discuss genddiogy. 
Chuck said:that he enjoyed Anderson’s column 
and they discjussed Chucks life being easier now. 

(BEFore pariing Anderson said) " on the other thing 
you can sep ajny thing’! Chuck said ’’ ok thats what. 

I wanted to hnow” Anderson replied I don't think 

there will be anything 'that.I'll be glad 

to show itg” j *•’ 

Tonne tallied to Libby re genealogy. Tonne 
discussed teaching primary school at church and 
they talked about their kids. Mrs. Anderson 
teaching iji ^he church nursery school. They 
discussed playing a game called MaJong(ph). 
Anderson' s;j uif listed number is 365“82L),2. They 
promised tp jrite. Chuck and Jack- didn't want 
to talk any more, the end. 


! 7 . 


Greenberg/Gray-4834 


by 

■■ mi : 


.Operator 1 s name/initials 


Date 


eriod 





mm 

7i 



mEtH 





















t 


it* 


: —-Intercepted at Portland, Oregon, 

Interception Date:, January 16 , 1972 
Telephone Num b er : 503~77li--9750 
Tape-Heel N~inber: #5 _ 


Time Period From:12:01 AM 

To:.12:00 PM 

Order Number: 


Time 


9:33PM 
9:3U?M 
9:35PM 


Initials 0G 





Activity or Traffic Recorded __ 


FC asks for information number of Bethesda Md. 
301-5-55-1212 

FC calls Information Bethesda Md., asks for 
number of Jack N. An derson. 301-365-7632. 

FC Jack? , is_,Libbx. there? 

MA Just a minute. 

FC Libby?, Its Tonne. I understand you called. 

We are in Portland right now. 

FA Are you going to be there for a while? 

I never did give you that stuff. I 

FC We are being transfered somplace around Portland 
He's supposed to pick up his orders tbmcmrow. • 

FA O.K., send me your address and I'll send you 
your geneology. If you want me to do any 
more... I'll. send you what we have so far. 

We wondered and I called. . 

FC There was nothing we'could say to anybody. 

FA I'll still help you on your geneology. 

Did you see the folks in Salt Lake. 

FC We took a different route. 

We could'nt tell anybody where we were going, 
so its still hush hush...it is still between 
you and I. Did Jack get the card? 

FA Not yet. . . 

FC We sent a post card from Arisona...last week. 

Its all done in short hand, so I'm sure 
Jack can read it. It explains some things. 

FA We hope to see you again. 

Call terminated.. 


« 1 - 1 i 

Operator's Name i In tials 

Date 

Time Period 



From: 

To: 

John J. Heidtke JJH 

MB. 

! li;00?M 

12;Midnight 

David G. Maples III DGM 

IT 

TT 

11 
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GENERAL REPORTING 


HOOVER REPORTING COMPANY, INC. 

OFFICIAL REPORTERS 
320 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE* N. E. 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 


ARBITRATIONS 

COURTS 

DEPOSITIONS 

CONFERENCES 

CONVENTIONS 

Symposiums 


November 21, 1977 


Telephone 546-6666 


Mr. W. Mark Felt 
% Robert J. Franzinger, Esq. 

Department of Justice, Room 3129 
10th &,Pa. Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, ,D . C. 20530 

Re: Jack N. Anderson vs. Richard M. Nixon 
Civil Action No. 76-1794 
November 14, 1977 

Pages 1 thru 158 & Exs. 1 thru 3 

Dear Mr . Felt : vv;: i 

_ ' 4 . 

It is my understanding that you wish to, read your deposition 
taken in the above-entitled matter. 

The deposition will be available for your signature between 
the hours of nine a.m. and five p.ra.,, Monday thru Friday, at 
320 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Washington, D.C. 

The Rules require that a Notary Public be present at the 
time you read and sign your deposition. Therefore, please 
call 546-6666 and let me know the date and time convenient for 
you to come in. It is important that I know in advance when 
you will be present in order that a Notary Public can be present. 

All depositions are filed with or without signature 
30 days after completion. 


cc: William A. Dobrovir, Esq. 
Joseph Borkin, Esq. 

R. Stan Mortensen, Esq. 


Very truly yours. , 
Harry N. Grindstaff ' 


Lawrence H. Schwartz, Esq. 
Larry S, Gondelman, Esq. 
Frank H. Strickler, Esq. 


“NATIONWIDE SERVICE” 
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^Jloover f^eportintj ~3nc. 

320 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
546-6666 
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KARP/lfw’S 


UIJITED STATE? DISTRICT COURI 


for tit: district of Columbia 


JACK LI. AKDERSOU, 


Plaintiff - 


RICHARD M. IIIRON, at al. , 


De fend ants, 


Civil Action Ho. 73-1794 


Monday, 17 o venter 14. 1377 
I? ashing ten, D. C. 

Deposition cf W. MARK FELT, t.5Jcsn on behalf of the 
Plaintiff, pursuant, to notice in tine law offices of Dobrcvir, 
Calces t Csbhardt .7 Stall, 2005 L Street, II. V.'. , ' ’as ting ton, D. C. , 
coKimencing at 10;05 a. in. , before Jeanette Karo, a notary 
public in and for the District of Columbia,, when were present 

r 

on behalf of ..the respective parties; 

For the Plaintiff? 

UILLIJii A. DOIRCvIE- ESQ. , 

JOSEPH OEAilARRT,. F3Q. , 

All DMA !•!. OAKES, Fob. , 

' (pobrovir, Oakes, Gsbnardt & Soull) , 

20 05 L Street- K.vA , 

Washington, D. C. 200 25 


7f> C T 'TjTT T»* ‘M5 -, r T f T T~ < r- 

a Jb -. It.*.4.11 f ’ i-i s t/ • - 

1136 15 bh Street, 11.47. , 
Washington, D»- C. 20305 
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For Defendant Richard tl. Kircn: 

\ 

R. ST Ail HORTEIISniI, ESQ. , 

. (Hiller, Cassidy, Larrcca a lew-in), 
2555 ;i Street, LI. W. , (Suite 500), 
Washington, D. C. 2037 

For Defendant Shrii ch.'ian ; 

LAWEEMCE II. SCHWARTS, ESQ., 
.(Stiller, Adler & Schwartz) , 

1325 IC Street, M.VJ. , ; (Suite 72:0) , 
Washington, D. C. 20005 

For Defendant Hitch ell.; 

LARRY S. GOIIDE1MAII, ESQ. , 

' (Hundley S Cache iris) , 

• 170S ITev; York .Avenue (Suite 203) , 
Washington, D. C. 20007 

For Defendant Ilaldsmans 


FRAilK II. STRUCKLER, ESQ. ... 

1030 17th Street, Hit , ‘ 

Washington, 0. C. 

For Deponent and Defendants Colson, Dean 
Heins', Kissinger, Kleindisnst, Krcgli, Ma 
and Young; 


RCBER’f o. FKAIISIIIGER, ESQ. , 

Civi 1 Divi s i onEooin 3123, 
Department of Justice, 

10 th and Phnnsvlvania /'.venue, II. Vi , 
Washington, Q. C. 
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C O H >T_ T 3 . 

WITNESSi 
w. Mark Fait. 

Examination by ConnsaX for Plaintiff 


E X 


I P. I T 


.EXHIBIT- WO. 


IREWTIFI 


Plaintiff's Wo. I 
Plaintiff * s i\o . 1 
Plaintiff's No. 3 


28 
110 
XI4 
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•THWMwfr 



nv7s —j 


P R O C E E D I i; G 


unersupon , 


• r T3 T.' P7?TIT» 

w. . Cujj. 


v;as called for anamination by counsel for the Plaintiff and. 
having been first duly sworn by the notary public, • was 
and testified z ;3 follows: 

EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR THE PLAINTIFF 
BY MR. DOSROVIPs 

Q Would you state your full name and address, please? 

A W. Hark Felt,, .F-E~L~T, 321(5 Wynford Drive, Fairfax, 
Virginia.. r . 

Q When did you first become' employed by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation? 

A in January or 15 42. 

Q • Would you please state chronologically from the 
beginning each pcsiti.cn you hold in the FBI? 


A I will be 


vj a. c’.G. 


;o do that. Is that relevant to this 


[Discussion off ties record.) 


TUB v-uTUESS: I was all over the country. I started 


out. as a new Agent in lie us ton, Taras, and I was there for 


T Til 1*-3S 


nths , and I v;as transferred to FBI Ilsadrcarters , where I 


served in the Espionage Section as. a supervisor for the duration 
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<5 


lr.Vs-4 


V / 


of the war, until July of 1345. 

Then I was transferred to Seattle, Washington, where 
I had various assignments. X. was firearms instructor, super- 
visor, liaison representative with the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Po.lice. 

Than I was transferred to Bureau Headquarters, where 
I was attached to the Inspection staff. 

BY MR. DCBF.CVIP.: 

Q When was that? 

A In 1554. 

Q Go ahead. 

A I was there three months. Then I was transferred to 

the New Orleans Office as Assistant Agent in Charge. I was in 
Hew Orleans for 15 months. 

I don't recall the exact date, but it would have bee: 
195b , early 1955 , v;hen I was transferred to Los Angelas, 
California, where J. was the Assistant. Agent in Charge. 

Then in October of that same vear I was transferred 


C 


c 


to Salt Lake 

City , where 

T r* 

JL vV CL 

the Special hgen 

t in Charge. I 

served there 

until March 

of 195 

8, when I was tr 

an a ;* e rr.ed ho 

Kansas City, 

Missouri , ' v 

here I 

was tiie special 

Agant in Charge. 

In 

19 ^ ~ v; as , 

egein , 

tr-.ns f erred to 

Headquarters, 


where I was assigned to the Training Division. 
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nvrs* - 5- 


o 


s 

u 


C 


In the fall of 1564 I was transferred to the Inspec¬ 
tion Division where, after — 

Q . In what capacity? 

A I was about to say that. Where, after a short period 
of fore or less probation, I v;as promoted to the position of 
Ass rs tant Director in Charge of the Inspection Division. I 
served in that capacity until Ju3.y of 19 71, when I was trans¬ 
ferred to the position of Deputy Associate Director, which was 
the number three position in the FBI, directly under Mr. 

Clyde Tolson. 

2 served in that capacity until shortly after the 
death of Mr. Hoover. That would be >'ny 2nd, 1972, at' which 
time I was designated Acting .Associate Director- and I remained 
in that capacity until 2 retired from the F3I, in June of 1973. 

Q ' 'Whc.it lovn'iG nt Ii cvy ct vou d o ir. C6 thsn? 

v * ~ 

A 7. have^b sen self-employed as a lecturer end consul tan 
and writer. 

Q IIcv: old are you? 


A 


.xty-tour, 


1 Hcv;, between the beginning of 19 59 end year retire¬ 
ment in 1273, which is the period we are most concerned about 


nere —- 


MR. STRICKX.TJAs Off the record. 
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hv*s- b 


o 


u 


{Discussion off' ih = raccrd.) 

; a *. V • Lw^L i‘>v* • i. » « i 

Dill you have occasion to meet- personally- with Ricfca: 


No. 


Did you speak 

to him on the telephone. 

pars on-ally? 

I spoke v/ith h 

im. personally several tintss, yes. 

Do you raci-.ll 

those occasions? 


Yes. 

->s 

- 

Would you tell 

us about there? 


MR. „ KOKEBHSOU: 

I object on the ground 

it calls for 


as.or. The 


a 


Wixon? 

A 

Q 

A 

a 

A 

O 


conaronica tion between the rresident and an , 

Plaintiff has .cade no attempt to limit his question to natters 
that are relevant to this lawsuit.- 

MR. DGDROVII’i Objection is noted. 

BY J-iR.^DOBROVIRs 

Q Would you tell us about each one."tier.? 

A Do you trant ns to is? L you, -any way? 

f) V nr 

A All of vex con tars at ions with President niton — 
STICKLER; May I interrupt? 

What I would like to have you name to is if one of 


v> 


counsel for bar on-davits object, without ail of us having to join 
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r"’s-? 

< 


c 


o 


c 


in that objection F a no. -chat would apply to each of us. 

MR. DCBR0V2R: If everybody wantu to rake- all the 
objections — 


MR. 

S TRICKLE Ri 

I want to preserve 

all 

of -then nys 

If you would 

agree that 

seasons else make an 

ob jo 

ction equal 

applicable to 

no I will 

not say another word 

to t 

hat extent. 

MR. 

DOBROVIR: 

I an perfectly happy 

to 

agree that 


all objections are reserved, that you may join in., any objec¬ 
tion without specifically so stating,, and I further would 
suggest, since under the rules all objections-as to relevancy 
sore reserved without being stated, perhaps we don’t ever, need 
to do that. 

The answer to year question i= yes. 

MR. SCIl>7ii?.TS i . r/hy don’t we have one caveat, in the 
event one of the Defendants does not wish to join, he can so 
note? Otherwise the assumption is ha doss join. 

MR. n^BROVIR: fine. 

111'. .FRu H22UGBP .: 2 hesame you are going to limit 

your question to this'lawsuit. If not, I am going to direct 
the' witness not to answer -fine question as to any kind of com¬ 
munication this witness had with the President. 

MR.. DCBRGVIR; Until he tells no what the conver¬ 
sations were about 2 cannot know whether or not they are 
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hws- 8 


rs levant. 


MR. FEAU2.INGEE; ils can respond if he had a conver¬ 
sation. related to the Complaint, bat you are not entitled ic 
ask him about any conversation he had with any Defendant in 
•this 'lawsuit. You can couch your question in tarns of relating 
to the Plaintiff, but certainly not any. conversation ever had 
with tha President, and he is sc'directed not to answer. 


answer? 


HR.. DOBEGVIK: Did you say he is directed not to 


■ MR. FRZL1 ZINGSE; That is correct. 

MR. DOBEDVIRr In what capacity are you directing him 
not to answer? 

MR.. FEATTEIEIJER: I represent him as a witness in this 
deposition, and as a.former Federal employes. 

MR., DOR EG'VIE: Are you also representing a number of 
Defendants in this case? 

f»r> crw.: .' r ’T - r . . 

L-l:, .•iJlllJj.ii'.X.h < — iJU. ,• 

MR. DOBPOvIIvs Are you. directing him, on behalf of 
those Defendants, as troll? 

ME. FRAIIhl-ICRR: I .am directing him not to answer in 
my capacity as attorney. 


MR. DCBEOVIRf Ecu have r.anv 


.cities m this case 


do you nou; j 
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MR. FPJUiZINGERi- I think it in very obvious -that I 
represent several Defendants in this case, and I also represent 
the witness. That is self-evident. 

MR. OOCROVIR: In whose interest are you directing 
Mr. Felt not to answer? May I ask? 

MR. FRAirziIJCER: Y ou may ask it, but I an not going 
to answer. I am not a witness here. 

BY MR. DOBROVIR: 

Q You said you had several conversations with Mr. Mixon, 
Mr.. Felt? 

A Do you want r.'.e to answer that? 

MR. FRANSII-ISGRs Yes. 

Tins WITNESS s . Yes. 

BY MR... DOBFjDVIR; 

Q Do you remember hew many? 

A I wo-o3. J d say four, five, possibly. 

Q Did those conversations relate to FBI business, all 
of them? v 


0 


vent. 


Yes. 


HR. KCETEEGOH: Objection to the question &s irrela- 


BY HR. DOBROVIR: 


They all related to i-B.*. business’* 
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II 


YS3. 


;d thsv S.1I relate V.O Til?. 11 Of £3 theft the fix V.'ixS 


r eve s ti r, at r a cr? 


A 


:-.es. 


0 


.ver 1 / on 




A 'Yes. 

0 Did any of then relate to any kind of electronic 
surveillance? 

MR. FRAN LINGER: Re car. answer that insofar as it 


ccn cgXT* s "c"-c: P XciJi £ j (>v 
Coral aint. in .this lav/s wit. 

•T 1 } 7T? T-JT^MPQC; -TV- 


ro X a i:a =5 to : tui th evs re. ia e d bv* -fcha 


luv-va.v id no* 


nv mp 


tr» ''r. ? T 0 

i-v. i\vj ■ ... S 


Hone of the conve:*??*<?.tlo&5 related: -;d electronic 


s hrveillance? 


A Ho. 


Did anv of them relate to ohrsical av.rvaillance 


"■-‘■i ■ 


HR. MOP.TENSOH» Objection, because the question calls 
for a. dis cus s ion of privileged communications 'between the 
President and. his advisor insofar as the Plaintiff has failed 
to Unit'the question to discussions concerning natters raised 
bv this Cor.mlciint. 
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MI’. FRAHniHGUR: i-iaybs' vr«s can shortcut this orocodu: 
Tha witness I think unis:.'.stands he. is under a stand¬ 
ing ins truction not to answer except with, matters related to 
this lawsuit for the Plaintiff. 


rT:T-? 7 F T.TTrri? 77 r»c r* * 

S. .'. .H t ■—• •-> j 

dicin' t in voive anv it lire 




■» ■» “ v - Jl. ■.“ -i - i -] (*"» .-> •: r- • • 


, i-t « '■* 1 *»■ ? '•»!! -I— 

Cl . Ut L.J- -J J. '-S. .V w* ouL C , 


O 


::nvsrst 
that I knew 

4-* — 1 i- . • iJ i-» * .iv V -U A \ « 

Q Do you know everything- there is tc know about this 
lawsuit? 

A Ho, p rob ably net.. 

Mi’. FRAlIRIHGKRr. Objection, 

HR.. MOETEMSCMi I think it wight be helpful if 
Plaintiff’s connsel r in framing turn ■ questions ; would assist the 
wiiivvasis oy “tsxmg Muestrcr.s m 1 a«:.ng to t 1 .■.is iKisuil f as opposed 
to asking blanket q .vast lens that aught pertain to anything. 

BY' MR.- LC.BR0V1R: 

■ r 

Q Did any.of your conversations relate to any placing 
of a bug raov/here? 

TV P T r-\ 

i i >.t o * 

Q Hid any of your conversations v;;.th Richard Mixon have 

anything to do with Jack Anderson or Drew Pa arson? 

A Mo. 

0 Did anv cf »ro\ir confers a ;iorrs w :i vh Richard Mixon have 
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anything to do with leaks, or all aged leaks? 


MR. STRtCKLERi May I' intsrrxip t? 

MR.. DGBROVIIl: Can I finish fcha question? 

BY MR.. DOBROVXR: 

c> of national security tatters. 

" MR.' -STRICKL3R: May I interrupt? 

I am trying to sit so that I can hear and participate, 
if necessary , in this. You are throwing your voice in that 
direction. I can hear the' witnessand if you will change your 
seat so your ques tions ccrae to me, then .I will be able to hear 


(Discussion off tire record.) 

MR. D03R0VIR: tfould you read the question back? 

(The pending question, as recorded. v:as read by 
the reporter.) 

MR. Flfc'iJ/S.TUGBIi: i object to that question, and the 

■ v 

•witness understands he is under a. standing instruction te limit 
his answer to natters referring co the Plaintiff, or mutters 
raised by the Complaint. 

MR. HORTEl-TSOM; I note an objection on tie ground 
that. I have -previously stated. 

-,'W vf*i . 

1.51 . iJLv» Lfk> ID i .vM \f JL it * 


Q I ask you to answer the question. 


Greenberg/Gray-4852 



13 


i * 


h VTell e you hsard vh-t ny attorney 3 aid. J. agree with 
him. I think you ars proceeding in a shotgun fashion. 

I would like to wrap this up and get out of here. 

BY HR. D3BRCVIR: 

Q You are not going to answer that question? 

MR. FRAHII'iGER: You can anovrer so far as it relates 


to Plaint! 


■C" 


TIIE vriTUEEGs No, not so far as it relates to any of 
the Plaintiff's concerns. 

BY HR. DODROVIR: 

Q' Diet any of your ccnve rsatiens with Mr. Mixon relate 
•to leaks matters relating to the war between India and 
Pakistan in 1371? 

A Ho. 

<y 

HR., MORYBilSOn: Objection. 

MR. FHAHEIMGE?.: I object to the question for the 

■ + 

grovsid I have previously stated. 

Can it foe understood that I have a standing objection 

to anything that goes beyond relating to Plaintiff? 

HR. DOBROVXRj hr-s vou oontendiro that is not related 

** # 

to this lavrsui.t? 

MR. FEhNZXUGERs It certainiy may or may not be, but 
it is certainly fax too broad. 
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Anything to Co with the Incian and Pakistan War. or 
any leaks with relation to that v;~r 'is too broad i!or this law¬ 
suit. 

3i MR. -DODEOVIRs 

Q Did any of your conversations with Mr. Mixon relate 


to questions of wiretap of Charles Radford? 


A No. 


Q Or of any relative of Charles Radford? 

A No. 

Q Did any of your conversations with Mr. I - Ti:-on relate 


to any wire tat* of anv navsoatcr 


v rt • v- /.“i •- * O 


I-}?.* 1-IOP/rSIJSOfI > „..o”i ection« 


MR. GONDSLMANi Roneat the question. 


(The pending quesir.cn. as recorded, v;as 


'.t. r>, c{ K 


the reporter.) 


2Y HR. -C0BP/3VIR: 


Have you ever met, personally 


.th Hen.rv ICi« 


i-cii.TV ivxii3J.Ii.Jcij 


/j. no. 


Q Have you ever had- a telephone conversation with 


Henry Kis. 


Q Have yon eve:: met. personally; with Richard Heir; 


Greenberg/Gray-4854 



iav?s-*l'5 


A Yes. 


Q I lev? mail'/ times? 


Once. 


Q When? 


A 


I can’t qiva v*c ; u the Ox 


n 


(••) 


o 


ituiw. It was a social meet, -a 

luncheon for someone retiring. 

Q Have you ever had any telephone conversations with 
Mr... Helms? 

A Mo. I just remembered I had two social contacts 
with Mr., Helms instead of one. They were both luncheons, and 
both in honor of someone who wan leaving. 

Q Leaving where? 

A Leaving -their post of' assignment. I don’ t recall 
who it was now, 

Q Leaving the ?EI, or leaving the CIA? 

A I think one'was, I think one was a going awav luncheon 

r “ 

in the Attorney General 5 s Office, when Mr, Halms was leaving, 

\ 

and being replaced by 'Mr. 3alliesitiger, and trie otruer luncheon 
was at the ilavy Shipyard, and I don’t recall who it was that 
was leaving, someone in the lisvy. 

MR. MORTEKSOIJs Could you explain to me the relevance 
of asking this witness who the luncheon was for, or whether 
they -were leaving the I'DI or CIA? 

Greenberg/Gray-4855 


I 



HR. DOB HO VI'Rj ilo.' 

MR. HORTHHSOH: Or hew that will lead to relevant 
evidence in this lawsuit? 

MR. DOBROVIR: Ho. 

HR. M0P.2SMS01I: I would like to ask counsel to try to 
limit his questions to matters related to this lawsuit.. 

You said you didn’t v/ant to inconvenience Mr. Felt, 
and wanted to get started, and I think this is inccnvsnicncing 
the witness and counsel. 

HR. DOBROVIR: I think you are "vas ting time. 

'HR. MORTENSOlIs I am hoping that we can stop ’wasting 

time. 

MR.. PC3R07XR: You have been interposing objections 
consistently.. Those tactics are beginning to be obstructive. 
MR. MC'RTEYSO.i: They are calculated to keep the 

r 

deposition within the parameters or what is relevant to this 
lawsuit. 

. • HR. DOBROVIR: T will ask questions within the bounds 
of Rule 2G. 

' BY Hit DOBROVIR: 

Q Have you met, personally , with John .Mitchell? 

A Yes. 

Q ' 1 low many times? ( 
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o 

c 


HR.. i-DRTENSON 


Cbjaction. 


fpT’T? Tg* 't * T • t T * P «• ^ 4 v -*▼■-*• 

^ «. IJ.i I I «{•!') Mpi W W 4 « * W C"* — — V h V' '^4 -*• ^ L« kH> X 4 4 L ^ ^ ^ *•» *•• C% •-* V 

•nv f**p * 

AJ — i JL>.• j. * li.» 

Q •Have you had telephone conversations with Hr. 

Mitchell? 

A Yes, on several occtoioris. 

Q Jit any of these meshings with Mr. Mitchell was Jack 
Anderson discussed? 


A 

Q 


Ycu are talking about .any personal meetings? 
My first q\ 


uesti.cn rebates to any personal rasetong: 


A Tho answer, is no. 

Q In any of your telephone conversations was Jack 
Anderson discussed? 

A Yes.. 

Q How many times? 

A CiinK two. 

Q Would 'you. please relate what van said in those con¬ 
versation r r by both of you? 

A Well r the first convert M:ion relating to Jack Anderson 
occurred during the latter part of December, 1971. I can't 
give you the exact date, but it wr a few days before 
Christmas:.and ;tr. Mitchell said that he had just received a, 

I can’t recall whether he received the instruction frosi Mixon. 
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or whether he -said that the 


:cziG directly from Dixon, 


but he wanted the installation of a wiretap, and he explained 
that the Unite House was vary concerned that apparently Jack 
Anderson had planted an informant -inside the Joint Security 
Council. 


He said he tliought they knew who it was• They wanted 
the wiretap to try to confirm it. He said there' would be no 
prosecution. They were TAere3.y trying to stop the leak. 

I told hir. that 1 would have to obtain authority for 
any tiling like that from Hr. Hoover, but assuming Mr. Hoover did 
not object, that wc would go ahead and comply with the request. 

Q That was the end of the conversation? 


Council, 


MU. FRAU2IHGFR: Can we qo off the record? 


MR. DOBUOVIP.: Yes. 


(Discussion, off the record.) 


TUB UITHEHS: I am talking about the Matronal Security 


id im • il\. » L>-J ,\‘.J U * V. < 


Q Uhat vr as idle second conversation with fir. Mitchell 
in which you discussed Jack Anderson? 

A The second conversation related to this natter. I 
am not sure that Jack Anderson v/as discussed- but the Attorne 
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General found out that he was going to be out of town, no had 
previously requested, that any summaries in the wiretap be 
brought directly to him. Uo said that while he was cut of 
town ha would like to have them taker, instead to Mr. Ehriichir.an 
in the White House,, and 1 told ’ids that would be okay, and we 
would. 

Q Getting back to the first conversation, ’--hat dicl you 
do after that conversation with respect to the subject matter 
of that conversation? 

A I immediately called Mr. Hoover, and informed him 
of tiie call, and asked him whether or not he. approved* and he 
said that he did. I told him that 1 would take care of it. 

I then-contacted subordinate employees , and furnished them tho 
instructions, end what information 1 had, and told them to go 
ahead. ' 

Q ' Mi at. (jpcaotiy did you tell them? 

A Well, I probably can't remember .erectly what I told 
them. I relatsd the ar.tant of the call I had from. Mitchell, 
and I said that I had received clearance frora Hoover, I told 
them the name of the individual who was involved, end probably 
at that time I had the address of this individual, which I 
would have received from Mitchell, and I would have furnished 
that to them, but that is actually all I would have dene. 
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Q Tivsre was only one. individual named? . 

A. Yes. 

Q \<i \o was tn.au? 

A Cnurles Tiedrcry.» 

Q VIhat did Mr. Mitchell say about hiia? 

A He said that he was a yeoman, a a cl that bacau.se of his 

position in the Navy Department he had access to matters per¬ 
taining to the National Security Council. He didn't tell me 
anything further than that. 

Q Did lie indicate why? Did he say that he thought Mr. 
Radford was the person that he thought Jack Anderson had planted? 

A lie either said that, or he said that the chits House 
-thought that.- cne or the other. I can’t now recall which way 
that came about. 

Q Did he say what waa the basis for their belief, his 
or the White .house’s belief, that Radford was the person Jack 

r 

-Anderson had planted? 

A I don’t think he said any mors thein X already put on 
the record, that apparently he was. the cue that had access to 


C 


hn o 


vaforis-fcxon v/Uioh hod hssn 


Q. C?i i O.h 17 c;S *L f 


Vracr T -'-ii '•* nr c 

— -r X US 4 


(> 
*s^- 


Q Did you ask him what basis ha had for determining 
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that Mr. Radford was that 


A Mo, I don’t recall.that I did* 

Q Who was. it that you directed this information to? 

A It was the subordinate employes. Should I put the 

name .in the record? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

TEE WITHESS: Edward, and I think the middle initial 
is M. Miller, who at that time was an. Assistant Director in 
Charge of the Dorr.estic Intelligence Division. 

BY MR.. DOB MOVIE* \ 

Q Was he the person always in charge of placing wire¬ 
taps? 


Q Were there others? 


Q Who were the others? 

MR. MORWEMSOM: Objection. 

r 

Till1 WITNESSs I think probably what you r-aan to ask 
s what other officials right have had authority to do this. 

T>' “ *<*p t » “ r ; /-\t vr p , 

Ij a. iuiv fc 4 Vvjl; LVj v J.iv J 


A ‘j-’horc v/~ x b fi .f'Bw c«. vccy o it 1.o3 ox viicc? 'Laps o one in ths 
Domestic Intelligence field, and one in the Criminal* .authorised 
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under ths Organised Cr.ir.i 2 Act of 1253. 

Q Let’s talk about the Dcf.estic Intelligence. 

A Edward M. Miller was Assistant Director in Charge of 

the Domestic Intelligence Division., and he was tine top official 
He is the only one there v/ho. could exercise final authority at 
that level. 

Q He was the one who had authority over wiretaps in the 
Domestic Intelligence field, ancr.no one else? 

A Yes — I an not sure that I understand your question. 
His position would have been somewhat like nine, in the extent 
he passes instructions along to a subordinate who would imple¬ 
ment such an instruction* 

SQ uh £.33 W OUl d b 3 C 't C - IT p S Op 1H 7.* h O v? O U A d b G 1H Vw 1V 3 d , 

but he was ;the boss over in the Domestic Intelligence Division. 
He had no authority to institute a wiretap on his own, but once 


r 

it was authorized 

by 

f c« Di.AGC be 1.* * il*3 

w o ul d b 3 th 3 

directly .1 nvoIvor! 

in 

im.plarenting ic« 


Q In your 

O.v O 

cuss ion wi th tin, 

Hoover about 

did the name Jack 

Anderson cone up? 


A Yes . 





Q Vlould you please relate, ac best you can remember 

l . 

tint entire discussion? 


A 


den’i think Mr. Hoover said very much of anything, 
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The. conversation was mainly r.y explaining to bin the call that 
I h ad received from Mitchell, and relay in g the in formation that 
I had from the Attorney General. My re collection r.ow is that 
the extent of Hoover's remarks would be to the effect that 
"all right, go ahead." 

Q Did you discuss with Mr. Hoover the possibility of 
putting a wiretap on Mr. Anderson? 

A Mo, I did not. 

Q Did Mr. Minchsll discuss that with you? 

A No. 

Q Did they talk about wiretaps on anybody else in con¬ 
nection with this leak? 

MR. FRAtfZXIJGER: Your question is with regard to 
those convertitions? 

MR. DOBKDVTR: Right. 

THE WITNESS.- Then the answer is no. 


BY MR. DQREOVYR: 


vi 


Did you put a v? ire tap' on anybody el 
to this leak? 


rtn respect 


A Yes, in connection with this leak, there ware three. 
Well, actually there war a wiretap on Radford's home. Than at 
the request of Mitchell there were wiretaps placed on two 
associates of Radford. There was a wiretap placed on the horns 
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of Radford’s fath.<er-in~lr.7I believe, in Portland. Oregon. 

Then the?.*© would Via vs been a wiretap placed on his 
office in Salen, Oregon- and subsequently on his home in Salern. 


Oregen. 
G 


Whose office in Salen. Oregon? 
-el—oi.c & . 


Q Did he move in the course of this? 

A ' lie sura did. 

Q ' lie started out in Washington, and then went to Salen. 


Oregon? 


A I think vxhern the White House became convinced he vx'as 
the one guilty of the leaks, they-transferred him out to 
Oregon. 

Q You say tv;o associates of Radford 1 s• What kind of 
associates? 

V- J. 5?bu.'. r. •.Lie/ V( GiS ..'.'.Gil0.3 . 


These, were 


not amp levees of hr: 


.e National Security 


Council? 


Net to my knowledge. 


Q Do you know their names? 

MU. FRAl-7ZIIIGEII; Objection. The witness is directs: 
not to reveal that, if he has that information. 

THE WITMIISS r I don’ t recall the names. 
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BY HR. DOBROVIR: 

Q You said that you didn’t recall whether Hitchall did 
not indicate v;hy he thought tliat Bedford was thq person Jack 
Anderson had planted in the White House. 

Would it refresh your rocollection if I suggest that 
he might have said they were both members of the same church? 

A This certainly came up at one time or another, end 
1 believe it did coma vcp ir. connection, with the first conver¬ 
sation. 

Q Was tliat the only reason ha gave, that they were both 
Mormons? 

A Mo f 1 think' that ha also mentioned that Radford was 
privy to tha information which appeared in the Andorscn column# 
Mil#. PRM-iSIfIGER: Let me state an objection, feu are 
restating the ’witness 1 testimony, and it is not entirely clear 
that the witness said they ears members of the same church, 
lie did not say they were both Mermens, That may not bs an 
accurate characterisation of his testimonyi. 

BY MR.. DOBRCVIR: 

Q Did Hr. liiteheii indicate what church they were, both 
members of? 

xi x3i‘, tne - - iOmen vn.iroh. 

Q You also said that Mr. Mitchell said there was 'no 
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u 


C 


interns-'- ir; any prc-3s.cuti.cn,- is that rights 


/* 


Correct. 

v ^ 

Q 

Svhat was going to 


A 

The purpose of th 


establish 

who was leaking, 1 


if so, to 

correct it, and p 


O 


II pw ware they going to put an end to it? 

A By getting- rid of line cause of it, which is. what they 


did. 


Q 

: Tv hat 

V7.IG 

the canes they wars 

go thin 

A ; 

I am 

HOt 

sure I understand cf 

L.":t CUe 

Q 

VJhat 

v;as 

the- cause they were 

going 


A. The leaker, 

o Get rid of the leaker? 

A Transfer him.. 

Q ' That was your language. 

A ■' I am. sura,, from ray recollection of trie conversation, 
chat their,concern was to stop the leak, to not hate any prose¬ 
cution,. and to stop the leak by removing the source of it. 

Q Diet.Mr.. Mitchell discuss the 'question cf physical 

surveillance with you.? 

A Did who discuss with me? 

Q Mr. Mitchell, in either cf those telephone 


O 
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conversations. 

A X don't think no. 

Q 2 would like to call your att 
has your .name typed at the bottom. It 
1271. Look at the third paragraph. 

MR. FEA1JZI1JG2Rs Do. you want 
MR. D03R0VIR: Sura. 


ear ion to a memo v/n len¬ 


ds. dated Dacamber 22. 


to have that marked - ; 


(The document referred to was 
marked for identification as 
Plaintiff Exhibit Mo. 1.) 

THE WITMESS: I think I know already what he is 
getting at. 

BY MR. JXJ2R0VIE: 

Q Dees that change your answer? 

A Yes, it does. .Mr.‘Mitchell did discuss the possi¬ 
bility of a physical surveillance of Radford. 

Q What 4id ho say? 

A Wall , 1 don't think it was a question of what did he 

say. I think it was a question of he asked whether or net I 
thought it would be productive, and I said no. 

Q Mid you ss.y why? 

A 1 told hiia if Radford became aware of the surveillance 
the first tiling he. would do would be to go to Jack Anderson, 


Greenberg/Gray-4867 




I 


/ \ 


2D 

hws*-21> who would- write a column about it, and I said I didn’t think 

*• 

that -would ba helpful, 

G ' What made you think’ Mr. Hadford. would go so Jack 
Andersen? 

A Mr. Mitchell seamed to ba very convinced that Radford 
was the source of the leak to Anderson, The re to ra. it was a 
v&zy logical conclusion for me to i;oce to, that if he was the 
leak, the first thing he would do would be to go to Andersen. 

At that point I was basing my reasoning solely on 
what I had been told by Mr. Mitchell. 

, Q Did Mr. Mitchell indicate that the Mbits House was 

very concerned about the reports that Mr. Anderson was pub¬ 
lishing? 

A Yon . ho did. 


r*\ 

vi 


Did he indicate that they wanted to make sure that 


l V 

v s 


O 


such reports wo‘.ri.d hot continue? 

A Via 11, 1 think that was the general, I think the 

general import of the cc-nver:-;aiicn was to the affect that they 
wanted the leaks stopped, they wanted to stop the leak. 

O' Did you and .Mitchell talk about physical surveillance 
of Anderson? 

A. Mo **" lot me look at this again, but I an sure we 
didn’t.' Mo, we did net. 

Greenberg/Gray-4868 



hws-29 


Q In any of your discussions f either with Mr. Hoover, 


or Mr. . Miliar r did you discuss the thought, or did you mention 
ths /possibility that the bast wry to find out who the leaker 
was to .Anderson was to either exorcise .surveillance, or to 
take some other investigative action with respect to Anderson? 

A . Ho. 

Q Did you ever have any conversations with John 
Ehrlichman about this subject that we are discussing? 

A Mo. 

Q Did you transmit reports to Mr. Ehrlich-tan? 

A When you say "you," you are talking about the EDI, 
presumably? I didn't handle anything personally. After 
Mitchell instructed that reports go to Ehrlichman, instead cf 
to him, I passed, that, word down the line to Miller, and I think 
thereafter’ the reports were sent to Ehrlichman, but I never 
had a conversation with Mr. Ehrlichman. 

. r • 

Q VJas what has been called a June file knot with 


*-0. v' r -1 ✓*% 

. | V V_. 


tno wrretdcsi' 


A T. raaliv don't know hov; to answer that cries tion 


MR.. FEAb'ZIilGER: Did vou want to consult'' 


BE MR. DOEROVIRs 


Do you know what a June file i; 


xes. 


nderstand June is the c 


1as5 rxrcUrion ot 
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o 


ton confidential matter. 


say 


MR. FRANZINGER: Did you want to consult with ma? 
TUI! WITNESS: I think you know what I am going to 

MR. FRRNZINGEE; Let's go off the record. 
.(Discussion off the record.) 

THE WITNESS: The answer to that question is that I 


am not sur'e. 


BY HR. ■ DOBROVIR: 

Q Do you know what a M Sub-l y file is. or was? 

A Well. I think sc. 

Q Mould you toll us what it was? 

A I think .this would apply generally’to all FBI files, 

i 

that Sub-1 would bo some tiling that would be comp-arable to an 
append!;: to a bock. 

Q VI&s a Stb-i file kept with; respect to this Radford 

r 

and the other three wiretaps that you have mentioned? 

A I will have to answer that the same way. I don't 


V'rti’M 7 

j'.. 


Q With respect to the wiretap that was placed on the 
Radford home in Washington, D. c* , was the request transmitt: 
through the Washington Field Office? 




if oil r.v* 


mean was it imp .lamented by the Washington Field 
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Office? 

Q Yes. 

A Yes. 

Q And tiie request was transmitted by Mr. Miller to the 
Washington Field'Office, or che order, whatever you call it. 

A Either by Mr. Miller or by someone else, at his 
direction. 


2 

A 


Was the person who usually handled that Jamas Gafney 
I don't know. 


Q Have you ever dealt with the Chesapeake and Potomac 
Telephone Company with respect to wiretaps in Washington, 

D. C.? 


Are you asking ne whether I ever dealt with thorn. 


personally? 


Q 


You. o arson alb. 




U 


Q Do you know the names of the people at C&P Telephone 
Company who were -trie FBI's contacts with respect tc ’wiretaps? 

A He, I do not. 

. Q Has that within Mr. Miller 1 s area of responsibility? 

A I doubt if hs would knew the'name either, but you 

would have to ssk him. 

Q. Has a contact usually made directly between the 
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Washington Field Office end C&.P Telephone Comp any with respect 


to taps in tiie Washington area.-' 

A Yes . I think sc. 

Q Co you" know what an -Airtol is in FBI proceedings? 


O 


Q How, was the tin us! procedure with respect to 'wiretap 
the preparation and transmission of an Airtei? 

A I can*t answer that question. 

Q Do you know whether there was an Airtei -ir ar.s nit tod 
with respect to those four wiretaps that we have boon dis¬ 
cussing? 

A I don : t know. 

Q If there 'was one - would, voa have' seen it? 


MV 


t. *• - r- r~ t 7 


:iiGSR c Ob 1 s cti on * 


Tila WITN3S3 : Wet necessarily. 

i iiv* vJ\ 4 v*ci.«L.* V o si c. .■ Ctrl « 

TUB WITNESS? I can probably tell you batter tiian ha. 
.An Air tel is a commits! cation that •••.r. Ifoovar thought of years 
ago,- when communi. caii.cn costs for tale types ware becoming 


U 


l ! 


rather high, and it 


simply die idea c£ writing the message 


in the form of a telegram or a teletype, which could be trans- 
’.ratted by mail, and at the top level, the person making the 
decision, could go ahead and initial the teletvoe- and it could 
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o 


go, sent out as a letter, end save cost of transmitsicn, -the 
idea being it would' cat - tiers attention at the Other end if it 
locked like a telegram rather than a letter. 

During recent years the rt.rt.ei has become ver;, very 


common. 


BY MR. DOBRO"71II: 


Q Getting back io your first conversation with Mr. 
Mitchell, could you search ycur recollection a little T.\ors on 
.precisely what. Mr. Mitchell said about Mr. Mixon 5 a interest 
in this s;abject? 

If -the nemo helps you —- 

MR. SCnvihjlTZ: Which memo? Do you mean Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit Numbe r 1? 

MR. DOB Hi VIP. s Right. 

TITS WI2ITB2S: Shall I read it? 


nv vo r'j'T^^vTp • 

rj ~ *. ii\ » ^ J v .a. ^ 

r 

NO. I would ratlv 


2 r have you read it over, end sea if 


it helps you recall anything more precisely than you have 
already told us. 

A Mr. Mitchell said this instruction came directly 
from President Mixon, and I think previously when I answersd 
the question, I said I didn’t know whether this c&iuc in the 
form of a personal call from Mi:;on, or whether it came in the 
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kJ 


G 


form of a relayed instruction from President Ninon and. of 
co urs e ■* I 3 1 i 11 d o u * t kno w • 


Q 

Well, the rr.ei'v 

instruction cans direct 

k 

A 

No, he didn : 

case. 


Q 

Its didn't say 

2\ ' 

No ( . he did no 

Q 

Did he .3 sty an; 

any conve 

rsation he had 

.A 

No. 

Q 

Did he men tic: 

Mr. Bhrii 

oh man about th. 

1 ■ 

A 

No. 

Q 

Did he tvantic: 

Dr. Nisei 

near about thi; 


L*3*t ; s ho 2.cl tb. 

question. 

and the arts** a 

name came 

uo in connect. 

O Oil SO « 


Q 

In that convo 


v cen * c rsK'sirJ 

sation or 

later.. My re 1 


cun : u -CtK’.sKCvc.r wnu-inc 1: tha.t up in that: ccnvs 

on is f and this wou?ci be 


.--1 1 . 
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confirmed by the manor and urn, chat the mention of Hen iy Hisoing-; 
merely came up. as. a description of the nature of the inform¬ 
ation which had been leaked- but I didn't get the impression 
that Kissinger had been brought into this in any other way. 

Q Did Mr. Mitchell describe the information that had 
been leaked? 

A Yes , he did, The information came out in a column 
of Jack Anderson's a few days prior* to this , and I can't give 
you the enact date, and my recollection new is.that it related 


nk 

- chey C&2.1&& 

it 

the 

Paid, s'tan ■ 

t i. n -v 

the 

time f 

the 

item which 

was 

of 

concern. 




he 

indicate t- 

12. t 

iul. » 

Mi non was 

v 2 .r y T c. 

ngry 

2 1 the 


report? 

A I don't think lie used, the word angry, but he. did 
imply that'tire President was very - very much concerned about 
this. 

r 

Q Dc you know what word, he did use? 

A I don’t recall. 

Q Did he indicate that Dr. Kissinger was angry about the 
report? 

A I don't think he did, no, 

Q Did he indicate that he had spoken to David Young 

about this matter? 
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A Hot at that time. 

Q But ho did on other occasions? 

A lie 11, I don’t thin!-; that Hitch-all a vet mentioned to 
'me anything about David Young. So the answer is no. 


Q 


When did the name David Young dome 'up in tills connec¬ 


tion? 


A id/ recollection is that as the wirtsps continued, 
the'•summaries and logs starred po go to Hr. Ehrliehman, and 
somewhere along the line Mr. Ehriichman turned over to Mr. Young 
the responsibility for handling them for any necessary liaison 
with FBI, but I don’t think I had anything to do with any of 
that. I think I 1 earned, that after the fact. 

Q Did yon ever have any contact with Mr. Young about • 


o 


h Wall, I have had contacts with Yeung - but. not about 
this. I have no recollection of it. Cc:aco.1 vani y I might have 
said something to him, but I don’t think so. 

Did vou ever see anv resorts of what was overheard 


n _ __ ___ 

in any of those wiretaps? 

f 

A Yes, and also I was orally briefed on them, partic¬ 
ularly at the outset. 

Q Would you tell us the substance of those briefings? 
A. 1-ly recollection is cf the Gariy briefing, v/ithin die 
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h'.vs -37 first four., five days, 2 nd during this period of time rr/ impres¬ 

sion was , from what I had been briefed, that Radford was 
extremely concerned about his position, that he had taken a 
polygraph examination and flunked the polygraph examination, 
and was worried about being fired, being transferred, and I 
remember receiving the impression very clearly that Radford 
was undoubtedly the source of the leak. 

As time went on •—* I think it was within a matter of 
a few days —- Radford was transferred to Portland, and X don't 
believe very much happened after that tine, that would indicate 
any further leaking. . • 

I think there was one contact with Jack Anderson 
from Portland.. That is a recollection. I am not sure of that. 

0 If X recall v/hut you just said, you indicated that 
you learned that Hr.. Radford was the source of the leak, 

•A I did not sdv* that. I said that on the basis of the 

r 

briefings which X received 1 became convinced in my own mind 
that ha was undoubtedly the source of the leak. 

Q. .•’hat woe it thot convinced you of that? 

A Ills concern about being uaiK/h t. his concern about 


flunking the polygraph examination. 


>mo\noer one- tamer m: 


wife had a con vers ation with Mrs. Anderson concerni.ua sri invi¬ 


tation for the Radfords to have dinner at the Andersen home 
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and Mrs. Radford said, "no, v?a can’t do id, because this - is the 
cause of all our t route Is,” something to that effect, which. in 
at/ mind convinced r?.a probably the white House was. correct in 
assuming him to be the leak. 

Q line leak to Anderson? 

A Right. 

Q Do you still believe that.? 

A Only — 

Q , Lot'me not ask that question. It is not a fair 

question. . 

( 

Did arything- come to your attention thereafter which 
changed year view? 

A Yes, something came to my attention last Friday.' 

Q What was that? 

A It was information which I received during ray con¬ 
ference with riy attorney, to the effect that apparently his 
concern over the oolvcranh related to the fact that he was 


C 


.nc documents for 

the loin 

Admiral, who was 

head of 

ih 1 1 knew any mor 

3 si O C nc X 

:& you convinced ■ 

to this a 

the leak to Jack 

Anderson 

?AFd?2: Ob j action 

to the fi 


< i 
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MR. 

5TRICKL3R: 

Objection. . 


MR. 

scnwroszs 

Objection to the form 

O £ i: 

for 

a conclusion 

r hypothetical. 


MR. 

FRAi-JiilliGBR: 

I think tliat stands 

for 


BY MR. DQBROVIR; 

Q ' You say that you became convinced on the basis of 
briefings, chat Mr. Radford was the source of the leak to Jack 
Anderson? 

A ' Yes. 

Q Are you still sc convinced? 

A Yes, X thin]; so> yes f I am. 

• Q Do you kncw what action was taken, if any , with 

respect to any attempt to stop -die leaks? 

A Yes, Radford was transferred from the Pentagon to a 
naval- Recruiting Station in Salem, Oregon. .Apparently that wa 
effective in stopping the leak. 

r 

Q Wow r v/hon was that? 


A 


re muse r 


K ?• •?& Hr-tsH *» 


been, in early January , IS 72. 


Q During tills time, late 1071, early 13 72, did you 
have any contact, personally, telephone, or in writing, with 
anybody from the Central Intelligence Agency with respect to 
tnrs guest ;*• on. or tne A" icie n on regorus on Pans ran, and tae lea. 

A .Are you talking about me - personally, or are you 
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about the FBI as art ora animation? 


Q First you, personally. 

A No. 

Q Did the FBI, to your knowledge? 

A I don’t know. 

Q Were you aware that surveillance had. beer, instituted 
of Jack Anderson in January of 1972 by the CIA? 

A. I w.as not. 

i * 

* 1 

Q Did you become awars of that at any time, since then? 

A Yes, 

Q Tv hen w as that? 

A When I read it in the pater. 

0 What year? 

A. Well t that, is pretty hard to say now. Sena time during 
all these exposures ’that have coxue out, 

0 Did y-.ru have any liaison function with the CIA? 

.A Personally? 

Q You f personally. 

A > lla. 

Q Who in the FBI was in charge of that? 

A Do you want to fix a date on that? 

Q Seven tv-'one . 5 72. 


A Well. an Agent by the nam.s 


■era Patich handled 
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liaison, but he retired along in this period, sonatina along 
there, but I don’ t know who took over that assignment' vrhen It: 
Panich left. 


Q 

Jpsll the name 

A 

A 

P-A-P-I-OII, a 

Q 

X believe X as! 

fcion with 

David Young ab 

A 

I said 2 didn' 

Q 

Did yon rsceiv 

him any nv 

32103 ? 

A 

Did I, parscna 

Q 

You, pe rscn'a11; 

A ; 

Ho, I did not. 

Q 

As far as the 

icnowledge 

of mar.cs going 


iTo , X.do not. 

Q. 

Do you have an 

David You, 

nn about this s 

A 

X do. not.. 

o 

Did you over h 

personal : 

meetings with E 

A 

i. ft in * 

Q 

Personal meet! 


■srsations, or 
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A. Meetings with ether persons present. As a matter of 


fact, it was one raseting with other persons present. 

Q When Wan that? 

. A I can ? t recall the exact date. It was, it must have 
been in the summertime of 1971. 

(j Telephone conversations with. Mr. 'Krocih? 

A One telephone conversation. 

Q Do you. remember when £hat was? 

A In the two or thres days after the ir.eati.r_g that I 
attended.. - 

Q Did there come a time when you learned that an organ¬ 
ization called the Plumbers, hud been established within the 


White House' 


Yes • 


i'm.n was that? 


During the Watergate hearings. 


You dus-r t .learn tout until taa Uateroato hearin; 


r-.A ,-V, r, 
i*. J- 


_i ou w3 re un s.v; ere 


:ore in a':.' 




0 Did y ou net !;nov7 il\< 


i\rogii .?raa Ms:, \oung v/.ers 


i ni charge c i til ‘*t P ~. urin e r s u - vc i i t. > e zi 1 


A I think that I should clarify that the me c tine tin at 
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I am talking about which I attended in tbs White house was 
chaired by Mr..:' Krogh , in attendance with other people. tend tha 
may have been one, well , may have been one of the earlier 
meetings of tine Plumbers, but I didn’t know at that time. 


Q 

A 


Da you remember' who else was at the meeting? 

Is tin at part inant? 

MR. FRAIIEINGEE: I am going to object. 

THE WITNESS? It related to something entirely dif¬ 


ferent. 


HR.. FRJUJZIITGER; I am objecting, ana he ahoulcln*t 
answer 'that question. 

BY MR. D03RCVIK: 

Q Did the discussion at that nesting relate to the 
closing of leaks of national security information to newsmen? 

MR. FRAIISINGER; Answer in terms cf the standing 
instruction veu have with relation to this Plaintiff* 

w 

THE WITNESS; Nell, it related tc a leak, yes. 

BY MR.. DODROVIR; 

Q It did relate tc a leak? 

A Y os. 

Q What was the leak? 


u 


J.' i'vM.' i * 

You 

can identify 

V l ,L i ■< 1«* l/O u j. 

■v as 

a 3iJjT talk 
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in the liew York Yimarr, written. by a reporter by the nerve of 
Baa cher. 

BY MR. BOBKOVIRj 
Q Mas E. Howard Hunt there? 

MR. FRAIJZJNGEHs I «es going to instri.*ck this witness 
not to answer these questions. If counsel can identify why ha 
seeks this information in relation to this lawsuit, I may re¬ 
consider that instruction. 

> 

3Y HR. DCliROVIR: 

Q Mas G. Gordon Biddy there? 

MR. FR AM SINGER; Setne instruction. 

BY MR. DCEROVIRi 


Q 


das David Ycuncr there? 


?rr» AT-T' 7 <• c? - -v. ^ 

J'U s. J i r -An A r i 'oTj At „ w !UJ Ilk Ua- ClC u. A Oli 4 


BY MR. DCERGVIR; 


0 


Besid-'s that leak, wars other leaks discussed? 


C 


A . Mo. 

Q That was. the only leak? 

i *. iitb-lClo- iivcia.Ct cirr-ii:c.’C-u v ‘J. JLj* » / 


-a possibility of placing a wiretap discussed 


at that meet.?.rat? 


C 


HR. FRAN Kill GEE; Objection. The witness has icenti- 
:his as having nothing to do with the Plaintiff, oj 


r any 
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leak as to the Plaintiff, and he is not entitled:to a general 
explanation of 'that was dona generally to plug leaks during this 
period of time, and the witness should not answer that ques- 
uion. . . . 

3Y MB. DOBi'OVIR; 



BY l 

Q 

Was 

A 

no. 

Q' 

Has 

A 

Yes, 


.A CL V. UU 


n;sefc.Viig1 


Q VJas Morton ilcvlpo. tin*s note mentioned at die- maoting? 

MR.. Fn?P72lV!GERs Objection. He is also instructed 
not to answer,. Unless counsel is willing to explain to re, 
and ~ pros one to my cclle agneo, -that the .relevances of this is. 
what Morton Maine.tin.has to do with-this suit by 
the v; it ness is croino to be instructed similarly. 


y/ -ri:e ? i amt i, 


r. v 'V> 


r. i.‘.: 


0 


L/i.Q i.*;rj cu.scviss pi^ci.v.c? olr oi 


o 


c 


hi 11 m p *7 A ? r J T J,;r 3 5 j v*.; [ ] 

to answer that question, except insofar ss it relates to 
Plaintiff. 

BY. MR. DOBT-C'VXlii 

O ’ 7Ho*! 1 * “* .og, v r.■-* j- rr- . v.*. v* vv ^ 


Greenberg/Gray-4885 



hv;s~4 6 


MR. FRAi! ZINGER: Same instruction, and the same. obi ac¬ 


tion. 


MR.SCHWARTZ: Is that an acronym, or in small 


letters? 


BY 

MR. 

DOB 

Do 

you 

kno' 

HR. 

no 

lJ 

II vV it i. r .' 

HR. 

DO 

brov: 

hie 

m 

TIIES- 

BY 

HR. 

DOB 


Q What is it? 

A Elsur is an abbreviation for electronics surveillance , 

and tea FBI maintains via at is called an Eisur index —• or it 
did at that time - and I presume they still do ~~ v/I-icli covered 
any person on whom a wiretap had been placed,- or any person 
whose, conversation might have been overheard on wi,ratap , and 
a card would show tea main file vrhere that overhear occurred,- 
together with pace references, and so forth. 

Q Was such a card always prepared with respect to a vary 
wiretap, and every ovorheaxing?■ 

A do. • 

Q What, would be the reason why such a card would not 


t- 

A 


roll, I could only speculate with regard to sc.u-e of 
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the wiretaps, .the so-called Kissinger wiretaps, and that would 
ba, the reason .*/as trying to nnintain ccnriderrciality, but not 
having any more persons av/are -ox it? in other words, that the 
operation be maintained on a need-to'-lcncw basis. 

Q VTere such cards prepared with respect to "lie Kadford 


A' Not at that tiros. 

Q Were they prepared iatar? 

A ' Yes. • • 

Q How- much • later? 

A I can’t .answer• that question. 

0 UOv7 do VOU k.l:CV7 'CCl 3V WCijCG Jict TXO=iv5£.2T r .id ?*tl ch.ci.tl fcL^O? 

A Waybe. I shcuidn*t have said no. I an not sure, but 

I don’t think sc. 

Q Did you Is am later that they had. been prepared at 
sots point? 


Q IXcw did you .learn about it? 

A On the basis of discussions with an FBI supervisor, 
Friday, last Friday.. 

Q ware such cards prepared with respect to Jack 
Anderson? 


Nell. I can’t answer that question*.. 
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G 

O 


C In your conversation with the supervisor last. 
Friday, did the name Jack Anderson core up? 

A Hot in connection vrith the Blsur Index. 

Q In what connection did it cere up? 

MR. FRAiJSINGER: Objection. This FBI supervisor I 
can identify for the record, in in the Office of. Legal Counsel 

f 

of the F3I. I believe, I think that is who v;a era speaking* 


or. 


In tliat case, this conversation is privileged. 
BY MR. DOBROVIIli 
"Q What is his name? 

A IIis name is Richard Hamilton. 

Q la he an attorney? 

A .Yes. 


Q A, member of the Far of v;hat jurisdiction"-' 

A I caivt answer that question. 

:-IR. DOBRGVIR: I-ir.. Fransinger , will you ascertain 
that for as? 

MR. FRAH2IUGER: I can tell you my personal knowledge 
is that he is an attorney, end I am certain that he is in the 
Office cf Legal Counsel at the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

MR. DOBRCVIR: And if ha is a member of the Bar, let 
us know what jurisdiction that is. 
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MR. FPAIJSIHGER: Certainly, 


MR. STEICKLER; Mr, Dobrovir, just a little bit 


loader f please. 


whisper. 


MR. DOBROVIR: I will do rr.y best. 

MR. 3TRICKIER: Don't have to holler. Just don't 


GY MR. DOBROVIR: 


Q Have yea ever met E. Howard Hunt? 


A Yes. 


Q How many tiir.es? 


A Once. 


Q when? 


A This goes right back to the area where you told m« 
not to answer literally. 

MR. Fitful ZINGER: Let’s consult for a Jsioiscnt* 

MR. DOBROVIR: I7hy don’t we take a five minute 

recess? 

(Short recess.) 

MR. FEAHEIHGER: You can answer when. 

THE UXTUZ3S s In July of 1571. 


BY MR. DOBROVIR: 


Was Mr. Hunt er.iployed at the Unite House at thai 


tire? 
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Q where did you meet him? 

MR. FR;\i?2iIMGSP.i Objection, don : t answer those ques¬ 
tions , unless they relate to Plaintiff, or have anything to do 
with this lawsuit. 

*0 ‘7 >4 TV •** 

Q Did you discuss with him the question of leaks? 

MR.- Fi?aiX2INGSR: 3fou pan answer that question, insofar 
as it relates to leaks, as to this Plaintiff. 

THE WITK33Ss ha11, there is no answer. 

y>V 7 vT*n» rtATVDAtrf ^ . 

Is X. i'LL\s- W^X\U VJ..CV. 

Q Did you discuss with him anything related to the 
Dita Beard —• ITV matters? 


Q Have you ever.cits crossed , or mentioned Jack Anaers- 


your conversation with 2. .Howard aunt? 


Hunt? 


Have you had telephone conversations -with E. Howard. 


Ho, I have never t«u.ked with E. Howard Hunt. 

If. thought you said you met him once. 

I met him, and shock hands. I never had arty ccnva: 


sati.cn. 
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Q No vrardi passed between you? 


A Possibly. S! .I an glad to meet you. 5 ' 
Q Was it in a social occasion? 


(3) 


C 


A wo, it '/as net. 

Q A business meeting? 

A Yes. 

Q VJho else, was there? 

MR. FRAllSI1JGDil: Objection. This witness has already 
testified he clid not discuss tha Plaintiff , he did not discuss 
anything related to this lawsuit, lie is instructed not to 
answer. _ 

MR. DOSROVIRs srhat is the basis of your instruction? 
MR. FR?uJ2IH-G2R:. My instruction is. as his counsel. 

MR. D0I3R0VIR: 7. am asking whether your objection is 
on the .ground of privilege , or some other ground. 

MR. FRAMDI1IGER: My objection .is, first of all, on 

. 9 

the ground of absolutely no relevance- to this .lawsuit, and if 
vie continue to examine areas with no relaticnshin ~o this law¬ 


C 


O 


suit — 


ro oe? 


MR. 1X33110vTP.: Do you know v:hat his answer is going 


MR. FRJRIZ-IITGRR: I am not the witness. 


HR.-' DCBRpVIEs Don' t know whether his answer ii 
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rSiSVa-iu uo wi *~ JL cV..i* Lijl •_« 


O 


c 


V.. 


MR. FRhJhZIIIGEll: The witness was.asked a question, 
what the context of his discussion with Mr, Hunt was , and lie 
indicated there was no answer to the question and. as I under¬ 
stand# it had nothing to do with this lawsuit or the Plaintiff 

'In light of that answer, how could this have any 
relevance to this action? ‘Me have a number of Defendants, and 
if we are going to be asked about every meeting Mr. Felt had 

,5. . 

with those Defendants, 'we will be here for many days. 

MR. DOBROVTR: Me may be hers for many days. 
the withes s5 I won’t. 

MR. MORTErlSOM: I join ir; Mr. Fransinger 1 s objection 
and add to it, it is not only sacking matters irrelevant, but 
counsel has failed co indicate how it will present information 
relevant fcc the Complaint. 

MR. DQJjROVIR; That depends on the answer. 

MR. MOJ&EIJoOU: Our instruction is that he should no 
ansv/ex the qv.eetier., ir.so :ar as it dees net pertain to the 
Complaint or other matters involved in this lawsuit, and -the 
witness who- does know "tic answer to it is following that, 
instruction. 

So it is irrelevant whether Mr. Fransinger, or any 
one else, knows what the answer is going to be, so long as the 
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witness do a: 


- 


3Y- MR. 

CO ERG 71 

#» 





Q 

Have 

yo 

u. read 

the 

r» -o--' 'i 

aint 


A 

Mot 

in 

its ent 

i r e t 

Y- 




Q 

Mo.; 

rauo 

h have 

you 

re a 

d? 



i j. 

Jib o ut h 

alf of 

- l- 

ro c.« 





Q 

Whic 

:h h 

air? 






A 

X. re 

ad 

a little bi 

± o 

£ 

the 

bit 

of 

the sec 

:ond 

half. 



,v . 



Q 

A v;h 

13. a 

ago I 


d y 

OU 

Cii20< 

you 

Who 

ther a 

Jun 

a file 

was 

max 

ivc 

&ine< 

Rad: 

lord 

tap so . 

-r 

think 

you i 

* an 

3 >7 

er w. 


A. 

•That 


octree 

*'— • 





Q 

Coni 

d ;/ 

ou e:<pi 

ai n 

vihy 

y 

OU cl. 


A 

Hell 

. « 1 

simply 

W.'J i.\ 

i 

c 

kn 

ov; 


r; 

The. 

cl }.\ oj 

wer is 

you 

*aO.U 


kno< 


A • Right. 

Q Was a June lairs kept about Jack Andersen? 

HR. FRAHZIUGER: Do you understand? 

THE HIv:i;E3S j Well.- I think so, and I think the answer 


has to be no. You are talking about a file. I ha*; 


hi “r.-n . r» T 


eacy 


told you Mr. Anderson was overheard in connection with the 
Radford wiretan. 
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55 

If you are referring to that fila, then -that material 
is in that file at this tima , but if yon are taking about a 
separate file on Jack Anderscn. the ar.svier.is no. 

31 MIh DO IRC VIII: 

0 So your answer is no June, file was kept for Jack 
Anderson? 


a 


ls no. 


In 'die strict context of your question, the answer 


MR. FRAlTZIUGSRs I don't think v?e have an answer 
identifying what a June file is. Perhaps we would all be 
assisted by that. 

3Y MR. DDBROVJR; 

Q Why don’t you tell usV 

A testified earlier. 

Q 7:1 thought you had. 

/I I oanVt tell you axa-olly hew it originated. June is 
1'’ cl ^5v -hYj t, l*i o‘iv*'-.p b *' v *i'■? *”C' -iiUi b r y a, clootirnc:^ u blv nv** 

should be afforded top secret handling. There are a large 
number of documents in the Bureau that are given these desig¬ 
nation 3, but v/hethar taut file os or not.- I don't It now. 


o 


Ware Juno files kept wit;: respect to every Domestic 


ICnte iligance w i *■ =• tapv 


i\ I thinK. so- yen, 
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Q was a June fils kepi: with respect • to the Radford 
wiretap? 

A I don ’t know. 

0 You say you don't know whether a June file was kept 
with respect to either tills tap, or with respect to Anderson 

A No f that isn't what I said. I said there was a fils 
maintained, but I did not know whether it was given the class¬ 
ification of June, which is quite a bit different from what 
you just said. 

Q Did I ask, and did yon testify, that you don't know 
whether there was a June file with respect to Andersen, 
other than relating to these taps? . 

A The answer is that I do not know, right. 

Q vJho would know? 

A Mr. Kelly. 

Q Anybody else in the-Bureau? 

A X am sure a lot of oecnle- in the Bureau would. 


Q Tell us v?ho thev are. 


A 


I can't beuin to do til-: 


?rh.o would be the cor eon with the most direct and 


u 


specific-knowledges of whet June files were* kept? 

A 7. don't have tie slight-sot idea. I was looking at 
the orgouinational chart the other day, and I only recognised 
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If you ara referring to • that file 3 than that material 


is in that file at this time f but if you are talking about a 
separata file on Jack Anderson,- the answer is no. 

BY MR. DOBROVIR: 

Q So your answer is no June file was kept for Jack 
Anderson? 

A In the strict context of your question f the answer 
is no, 

* 

MR. FRAMSIIIGBR: I don’t think we have an answer 
identifying what a June file is. Perhaps v/e would all be 
assisted by that. 

BY fiR. .DOUROVXRs 


o V7hv cLcn 7 t you tell us? 


I testified earlier. 


Q I thought you had, 


T can' t ten you exactly how it originated. , June is 


merely a designation given by the bureau to a document fch 


should be afforded too secret handling 


. There are a large 


number of documents in the Bureau that are given these desig¬ 
nations... but whether that file was cr not, I don't know. 

Q Mere June files kept with respect to every Domestic 
Intelligence wir-etcvo? 


A ' I tnunu so, yes 


Greenberg/Gray-4896 



( -.. 3-56 


O / 


o 


c 


o 


coup la of nnsias, Sc. I can’t answer that question, 
Q V7an -that Domestic Intelligence? 

At that time? 


xos. 




Who was in charge’ 
E dv ard M. Mi 1 la. 


Were tile June files kept in the Domestic Intelligent 


n 

Q 
A 
Q 
A 
Q ' 

Division? 

A I don’t think so. ' 

Q Ware they kept by the General Intelligence Division? 

A Wo, I don’t think sc. I think the June files were 
kept by tho Division at that tine, which would have bear, calls 
the Files and Coimvnications Division. 

Q Who was in charge .of that at that time? 

• • A At that tints. I don’t reaasirbsr. 

Q Who is in charge of it new? 

A X don’t have the slightest, idea. 

Q You testified that you believe that no Elsur card'3 
were kept with respect , to the. Radford taps at the time they 
were initiated, is that right? 

h That is. tr.y best judgment, but.I am not stare.. 

Q. What records were kept? 


Greenberg/Gray-4897 



fiv/o“ o7 


A file vas maintained. 


Inhere was that, fils maintained? 


In ray of flea, 


You heat that file? 


And you ware familiar with its contents? 
Mo r that deesn't necessarily foils.-?. 

Here you familiar with its contents? 


?o a limited extent- '/as* 


To waat estsne/ 


A To the extent, that I was familiar vrith the K;aj< 


developments, 


Did you road the documents that went in the 


file? 


A Mo, not nearly all of them, a few of then. 

Q Dc you recall which documents you read? 

/ 

A , I. have no: f/sy of recalling that now. 

0 

Q VJhsre it that file now, if you know? 

A I don’t know. 

Q • Do you know why an Ills nr card was prepared later? 

A Me. I or., not even sure it wan prepared later. You 
are misstating.what 1 said again. 1 don’t know. But I think 
that there are Il.sur cards . but I don' t know when they were 


prepares. 
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Q In those two luncheons that you. testified about, in 
which you met Mr. Helms, did you have any conversation with 
Mr. Helms? 


A 

Q 

A 


Hot relating to this case. 

Did you discuss with Mr. Haiti? the 


question of leaks? 


no. 


Q Did you discuss' with Mr. Helios ths question of CIA, 


these particular surveillance activities? 


do. 


G Did ths name Jack Anderson coma up in the convoc¬ 


ation <* 


A ITo • 


Friday 

A 

Q 

A 


Aside from your convei^acion with this attorns? las 

That was Mr. Francincar. 

I was talking about tire gentleman at the FBI. 

r r'm T ; r* r; \* y* { » nr.i *■ 1 v*o — j 


Q Did you. ever have any ctiter conversation in which 
the question of Elsur cards or. this Radford matter was men¬ 
tioned? 


A 


:!C < 


Q ,So your cnxy Jcnctflsdgs v/vtn rtsapscfc to fcr.esa Uisur 
-ciXcto cOid'jo jl jT oi3. uon V'O ■*x ■?. cn. o n . T .v 2 . o*i i-*.x*« *riitix*2. *con? 
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0 


o 


e 


hv;s~5S' A Yes. 

Q . In that conversation with. Mr. Hamilton ws ha giving 
you information?.. Did he give .you information about these 
Elsur cards? 

A Mo t he gave me four or five key memoranda to. read 
for the purpose of refreshing my recollection, and on tine basi 
of looking at those, my impression is that there' are Elsur 

cards, but when thsy were prepared I don’t know. 

Q Would you describe each of those memoranda that he 
gave to you? 

A Tie gave na memoranda which I had either dictated or 

initiated during the course of the Radford case. 

MR. D03EC7IR?- Mr. Franzinger, I know you are not. a 
witness f but perhaps it would shorten things up if you could . 
answer this question. 

Ata you familiar with those memoranda? 

tf 

MR. FTAH2 IHGER : Generally, 

MR. BOBROVIR: Have all of them been produced? 

MR. PRAM3II:GRIM I am not certain. 

MR. DOIiRGVIRs VJc-uId you be kind enough to ascertain 
whether any of those documents have not been produced, and, if 
so, I request they be produced. 

MR. FPAiIZliKSR: I will certainly ascertain which of 
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th03S memoranda they are. and go back and review them. 


/ 


G 


C 


;.i rj 

. iA. 

BOBROV!R? Will you advi 

,3 3 US? 

UP. 

. FRAU21PGUP: Yes. • 


MR. 

DOBUGVIRs Will you advi 

ss us as to whether or 

not any of those documents have been. 

or have not been pro¬ 

ducal? 



MR. 

FAAU2IUGER: Certainly. 


BY 

MR. DOB.RGVIR? 

i 


Q Mr. 

Felt. , have you ever had 

an v discussion with any- 


C 


~\ 


one in which the question of a wiretap of Crack Anderson was 
Mentioned? 

MR. FRAlISinGLR: Let me ask for clarification. The 
wiretap of Jack Anderson, at opposed to ike wiretaps involved 
in this lawsuit? 

MR. DOBROYIR: Any wiretap of Jack Andero.cn* 

UP.. i?fi\lTS2ilGSIi; Uke . telephone of Jack Anderson. 

THE VJIk’i'TLSS: The answer is no. 

BY life, LOBRO VIP: 

Q Have you ever had any•conversecion with anyone in 
which physical surveillance of Jack Andersen was discussed, 
v.\i.o the subject of conversation? 

Q ■ v"e have bean in.to this before. 

Q Hot in this breach. 
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G 


O 


! ^ 


A Yes, we have. The rnansorardum that you showed me, 
that I dictated after my conversation with Mr, Mitchell, cn 
the first occasion, points out.that ha raised the probability 
of whether or net a surveillance of Radford would he justified. 
Radford, not Andersen, and 1 told him no, I did not -think' it 
was , 'but not a surveillance of Jack Anderson, no. 

Q Have ycu ever had any con vers a-tion with anyone in 

o 

v/hich the subject of a surveillance of Jack Anderson was 
mentioned? 1 

A 'Jell, now, that is ’kind of a difficult question tc 
answer, because there have been newspaper articles, and -things 
of that sort. 

Let's put it this way. During the tire I was employed 
in the FBI I never had any conversations with anybody about 
a surveillance of Jack Anderson. 


rt 


Did you ever have any conversation with anyone about 


the placing of a bug designed to listen in to any conversations 
of Jack Andersen? 

A lie. ■ 

Q Did you ever see a piece of paper, a writing, a 
document, in which a wiretap of any telephone of Jack Anderson 
was discussed or mentioned? 

h HO 4 ■ 


Greenberg/Gray-4902 


~ .VryTl'-rr--,: S_ ■ 




63 


fiv/s-S2 


Q Did you svsr see any document, or writing in which the 


physical surveillance of Jack Andersen was mentioned? 

A Well, again, there have been newspaper articles, and . 
you mentioned this morning the possibility of a CIA surveillance 
of Anderson. Urdoutadly I read that one time cr another* 

Q Leaving aside newspaper articles. 


A r h 


have no recollection of that, no. 


Q Did you-ever see any writing or document in which 
the placing of a bug designed to overhear conversations of 
Jack Andersen wee, mentioned cr discussed? 

A No. 

Q You testified as to the conversations with former 
Attorney General Mitchell about the question of leaks to Jack 
Anderson. Did you ever have any conversation with anyone 
employed at the l-Thite house about leaks to Jack Anderson? 

X'A. ■ ,4 j * . 

m 

Q Do you know of.any diecusslens between anyone else 
at the FBI and former Attorney General Mitchell about the 
subject of leaks to Jack Anderson? 

A Could you retd that to ina, please? 

(The pending .question ; as recorded, w os read bv 

the reporter.} 

MR. Fv.rdlSIIiGMR: I presume you are limiting your 


Greenberg/Gray-4903 




(54 


hv/3-63 
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O 




question to the period cf * 69 through * 73. 

MR. DGBROVj.Rj Or later f if he has knowledge. 

TUB WITMSSS; The answer is no. 

BY MR. D03R0VIR: 

Q Do you have any knowledge of any conversations be¬ 
tween anyone else at the FBI — in this connection I include, 
of course, the late Mr. Hoover — and anybody at the White 
House about leaks to Jack Anderson? 

A Ho. 

Q Did you ever have any discussion with Hr. Hoover about 
leaks to Jack Anderson? 

MR. FRAHI'.IHGER:. Other than the conversation, he had 
identified about the wiretap? 

MR. DQ3R0VTF,: In addition to that one conversation 
v/hich he has mentioned. 

TIE tCTKESSHell, in connection with additional 
v/iretaps , which were requested in this case. I don't have any 
recollection of it, but I am sure that I talked with iir. 

Hoover about those, and 1 asi sure it v?ould have been very 
logical to have pointed out tills was an extension, or expansion 
of the Radford investigation and, perhaps, I said that this 
is still a continuing oarh of the .investicra.t5.cn, to ascertain 
the leaks to Jack Anderson, but X am not sure. I am just 
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C 


o 


u 


speculating. 

pv VP TY'.TI 77*',\?T . 

\ 

Q ’ Did you have any other conversation with Mr, Hoover 
about any other leaks to Jack Anderson? 

A IiO. 

r 

Q ''Did you have any conversation - with William Sullivan 
about leaks to Jack Anderson? 

A No, 

Clyde ToIson? 

of 0 cur so, Mr. Tolscn was my imssdiats superior 
of time. I don J t recall &nv discussions 


Q 


A 


'•Jrs " 1 


cuiranq t_aas pen on 


with him 

about the Radford 

erse t 

but it is entirely 

••possible 

that 1 di 

d discuss, it with 

him. 




As a matter of £ 

BC'Cf r. 

think any monorand 

no which I 

wrote ore 

>bably would have 

c :--c a d 

iracted to Mr. Tolu 

on, rather 

than Mr. 

IIoo vert To that. 

extent 

I would have had d 

h: all Tics 

with Mr. 

Tolscn about it. 




o • • 

2 

Did you ever cbi-s 

CU2 s. w 

ith Mr. Hoover any 

White- House 


request for info mat ion about lack Anderson? 

A Ho. 

Q " Did you ever .discuss with Mr, Tolscn any White House 
request for information about Jack Anderson? 
n no.. 
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o 


o 


c 


Q Did anybody in the. FBI ever tel.I you sbcu-t any . I Slits 
House requests for in format ion. about Jack Anderson'. 1 

A If they did, I don’t remerr.be:: it now. 

Q Otiler than what you have read in the Complaint in 

this action , dc you have any knowledge of any elec ironic 
activities conducted by John Caulfield? 

A I? O • 

Q Have you heard or read that John Caulfield ever 
engaged in electronic surveillance? 

MR. PRMIZHsGER: Are your questions limited to other 
than what has been in the public press and the VAitc rgate hear¬ 
ings , and that kind of thing? 

' MR. DO.SKQVXR: Yes. 

THE •••Jrfnrf.S i The answer then is no. 

BY MR. DCBECVIR 5 

Q" Yen only know what you have read in the x-ewspapars? 

A Correct. 

Q Other than what you have read in the Ccr«plnint, or 
in the newspaper 3 , did there aver coma to your attention any 
information with respect to any activities of John Caulfield 
involving Jack Andersen, or directed at Jack Anderson? 

A Mo. 

Q Hava you ever ret John. Caulfield? 
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c 


c 


/T\ 


A. ' no. 

Q : Have you ever spoken tc him? 

A lio. 

Q In the course of your work at the FBI, did any docu¬ 
ment referring to Jean Caulfield come to your attention? 
a no. 

Q Did you over have any discussions with anybody else 
at the FBI about John Caulfield? 


iv 


no. 


Q Perhaps if you can remember that sequence of ques¬ 
tions, if I substitute tlie name Anthony Ulasewicz? 

A The answer in no. 

Q G. Gordon Li day? 

A do » ^ 

Q E.. Howard Hunt? 


A 

1 ! O « 


Q 

Btir 

nard Barker 

A 

Ho . 



ME. 

T»7? « 

O J. V. U- *^- it-ftJ 4 


vn 

i.iv. 

T~> hET) "Y\7-n „ 

i_> U- kU.* V X «. V * 


1 am sorry.. What was that name? 
Do r.n ar d 2 a rke r. 

PV v'ti Teay* 7‘“ Tn * 

Q Eugenio Martinez? 

A Ho. 
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Q. Felipe deDieyo? 

A. Ho. 

Q So Mr. Birkar's name never appeared in any memorandum 
that cams to your attention during your tenure ar. an empJ.oyee 
and official'of the FBI? 

A Ho. 

Q Did you have anything to do with the investigation 

of the June 17 break in in the Watergate Office Building of 

> 

the Democratic national Committee Headquarters while you were 
at the FBI? 

I Til,. FlUSNSiilGSRs This witness is under a standing 
instruction, not to answer any questions, except these which 
relate to the Plaintiff, and I fail to see how this has any 
relationship, and I repeat r-vj statement, and I chink it v?as 
echoed by Mr* Morten sen, that if •. counsel is willing to indicate 
how this line of questions has any relevance to his lawsuit, 
or is within Rule 25, J. as ay reconsider it. 

Mil. EGBROVER: The witness has testified that he 
never saw, in his capacity, in his official capacity with the 
FBI, any memoranda which mentioned G. Gordon Biddy, Barker , 
and some other people. 

So in order to probe 

■ Till* HICTHFCS: X sea what ho is getting at. My answer 
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was 

in the con- 

(. ... 

the 

answer in • 



Obvi< 


the 

Watergate . 


vrhe 

re those rvrj 


/ 


O 




Q 


.A 

Q 


was in the context with the currant suit by the Plaintiff, and 
in that content is no. 

Obviously - those naiaas- cams up in connection with 
tnotiention. I .am sure 1 saw many nameranda 
3 were mentioned. 

Dt HR. D0'2R0'«7T.?.: 

That is very helpful.. 

I am sure it is. 

> 

James McCord? 

-A. My answer would be the same. In connection with the 
Watergate investigation., yes. In connection with Anderson, 
no. 

. Q How about in. connection with publication of the Dita 
Beard memorandum about a conversation involving ITT's contri¬ 
butions to the Republican Convention that was expected to be 
held in Gan biato? Did Mr. McCord : s name come up in any con¬ 
versation or any document in that contort? 

•A’• well, I eta not surra that I understand the question. 

rmt* - .e. i — .... ..—> 

Uit lu j . O \/ j- U u v a. vrri % 

Q Chore. is information in cur Conmlaint that Hr« McCord 
engaged in an investigation of that subject. 

A Of the Dita Beard memorandum? 

Q • The lech of the Dita Beard memorandura, and other 


Greenberg/Gray-4909 



70 

rr.at.ters relating to the ITT question. 

A. I have no recollection of anything like that at all. 

Q To your knowledge, was that rautter a subject of 

investigation by the FBI? 

MR. F5AN2INGER: Which Matter, the leak? 

MR.. DOBRBVIR: The ITT Dita Beard leak to Jack 

Anderson e and publication by Jack 'Anderson of that memorandum. 

T.TIE *71 THE 3 J5: The answer is no. The FBI did conduct 

> . 

some investigation in that case• One v?as to locate, and serv*3' 
upon Mrs. Beard the subpeona of the Senate Judiciary Committos. 

Also, the FBI Laboratory conducted an examination of 
the Dita Beard ir.erao rand, urn with a view to determining whether 
or not it was authentic. 



XX* r vrp 

U -'m l i-V4 

DOBROVIE: 

Q 

At who 

se request di 

A 

Mall, 

basically the: 


•ct til at e:; ami n at ion? 


Mr. 

— • 

Patrick Bray, 

G 3 HC 

:fT cl 

r m on arcs of 

who 

ilvl 

that time vas 

the 

In 

tomai Securit 


r.r .1ml- 


than Assistant Attorney 


Did you. discuss that with Mr. Mardiah? 
Yes. 

?4hen was • that? 
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7i lie was also the one who authorised the T£I r.o proceed 
with laboratory examinations which right alter the document to 
determine the authenticity of the memorandum- the Bits Beard 
tnomoraadum. When I use the word alter, 1 an talking about in 
the chemical sense. Certain examinations are made from the 
use of chemicals which might change somewhat the appearance of 
the document, net change the wording„ 


Q 

Ware 

those tests carried out? 

A 

Yes. 

> 

Q 

What 

was tha result? 

A 

A tV'O 

i or three-page laboratory 


you should have the entire laboratory report to really get the 
picture, of what the laboratory found. But, in effect, ■:.he .lab¬ 
oratory found that the document was probably authentic. 

0. Art- ycu frmiiiar with any investigation carried out 




0 


-V*VS '} Cf , 't ' -• - - *" *~, 

A ' cr.X *-D - X _ U y 

» 1 

A-f.C v'.tiJ J.W.J. 

c€ 

Anderson? 



f 1 aver was. 

r i A. 

rsin&mfc 

o there might 

have 

n such 


Wot necessarily. The ::s minht net have been, too. 


just have r.o recollection cf anything like that. 

Q Did Mr. Mardian .-ver indicate to you thaf: McCord, was 

carrying out any investigation about this XT1’ matter? 
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A 

Ho, he did not. 

C 

Q 

Have you aver rr.ot Mr. McCord? 


A 

Mo . 


Q 

Haw you ever spelean to him? 



Me. 


G 

Hava you ever received- correspondence from him? 


A 

Mo. 


G 

Or sent correspondence to him? 


i\ 

>T ^ 

Hu 4 


' Q 

Arc you aware of any requests of John Dean to J. 

O : 

Edgar il 

cover for information about Jack Anderson? 

/ 


r 

C*. 

Mo ,■ 


0 

You .never had any con vers ati cr.; with Mr. He ever in 


which s 

uqh a request, was mentioned? 


i\ 

I have no ‘recollection of such request. 



• 


Q 

You have no recollection of such a request? 



Right. 


c? 

If there had been such a conversation , mould you 


have i\i5 

do a rnair.o of it? • 


•v 

ii 

Mot uacoseerily. 

u 


MR. FRANSINGER; Objection. 



3Y MR. DOEP.OYIR *. 

0 

0 

• You said not necessarily. v?hat ware tha consideratio 
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ms-o 


which would indicate to vou that a memorandum should be made 


of a conversation with Mr. Hoover? 

MU. FEANZINGER: Objection. The witness is directed 
not to answer this question, ile has already testified he has 
no recollection about a conversation with Director Hoover. 

MR. DOBROVIR: I am trying to find out if a memo 
might exist of such a conversation since he doesn't nave a 
recollection. 

MR. FR&M SINGER: l'ou can ask him if he has- a recol¬ 
lection of whether a memorandum exists. 

BY MR. DOBROVIR: 

Q Do you have a recollection of whether a memorandum 
exists of such a conversation? 

A No. 

0 Mow, 1 would like you to answer my earlier question. 

What would be the circumstances which would indicate 

0 

that you should prepare such a memorandum of a conversation with 
Mr * Hoover? 

MR. FRAN £xilGSR: This is getting to be abusive. • Tha 
witness has already indicated that ha has no recollection'of any 
such memorandum. I don’t see how you can go beyond that.. 

■ MR. DOBRCVIRI have gone bavcnd that. I have asked 


cuestion. 


Greenberg/Gray-4914 



ms -4 




C 

O 


MR. FKAMZIIIC-ER: The witness can answer if he can 
with raspact to this particular conversation or any such con¬ 
versation relating to the plaintiff Jack Anderson. 

THE WITNESS: Wall, I still car.'t answer it though. 
'Whether or not a memorandum would be written would depend on 
a matter cf judgment. It would depend on the subject matter. 
It would depend on who originated the conversation. 

So there is no firm answer to the question. 

> 

BY MR. D0BR07IR: 

Q Did Hr* Hcover ever nencicn to you any requests by 
the White .House for information, about any journalist? I am 
net asking for the tains of any such journalist. 

MR.. FRAM Z INGSR: I still object to the question. 

You can answer it insofar as it is directed to this journaiisl 
who is the plaintiff in this action, and I believe that is a 
question that has already been answered. 

THE WITNESS : In that context trie answer is no. 

MR. D03R0VIR; I asked about any journalist. 

MR. PR?1J SIM Gift: The. witness has been instructed by 
me, his counsel t to limit his answers tc this particular 
journalist. 

BY MR. DCBROVIIU 

Q • Did you eve?: talk to Mr, Hocvar' about Jack Anderson 
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besides this one conversation about the Radford tape? 

A Aside from the Radford matter f I have no recoilectic 
of any conversations with him about Anderson. 

Q Did you have any conversations with Mr. ToIson about 


Jack Anderson? 


iations with him 


A I have no recollection of any convers«u5 
Q Mr. Sullivan? 

A The answer is no. 

* * 

Q That is different from your earlier answer that you 

I X # 

have no recollection. 


A Put it any'way you want to. I have no recoil 
of any conversation. 


scoron 


Q 


I want vcu to out it. 


A I did already. I am not coiner to elaborate 


Q 


Your answer was.no? 


_A My arsrer is no and also that I have no recollection 
of it, and 1st that stand on the record because that is the 


way at as. 
Q 
A 
0 


0 


doLoach? 

1 have no recollection of any conversation with him 
Abort. Jack Anderson? 

About Jack Anderson, right. 

Have you ever net Robert PeiXcquib? 
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A X don’t think so. 


Q Have you ever had a telephone conversation with 
Robert Pelloquin? 

A I don't recognise the num.3 at all, 

0 Have you aver heard of a private investigation 
company called Intnrtu-i? 

A . Yes, I have heard of it, 

Q Have you over mot anybody connected with Intertel? 

> 

7^ It seams to ins that one cf the top officials in th< 
company was a departmental attorney, wasn’t he? 

MR,. FRatfSIITGER: I think Mr, Dobrovir*3 question is 
limit&d to someone v;ho was, at the tir:»a you might have mat 
him, employed by Intsrtel. • 


j.ed.'TS. 


MR. D0BRQV1R: My question is limited to his know- 


f.jp # u x?? lie: krto^s of £ ‘cs^r^'on vrlio ti'z. 


the time he knew him, was — why don't von oo ahead and answer 


THE WITMESPj I don't think I have had anv conversa¬ 


tions with anvhodv ir. I a ter tel. 


BY ME. BCBP.OV.IR f 


Q Have you ever had any official dealings with Inter¬ 
fax in your capacity as an employee and official in the FBI, 
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starting in 19$5? 


A No. 

Q Have you. ever ir.e: Charles Colson? 

A No. 

Q Have you ever had a telephone, conversation v;it.h 
Charles Colson? 




Q 




Now many? 
Three or four. 


O 


•Q When were they? 

A X can 1 1 give you th.*> exact data but I talked with hi2 
three or tour ti-nss on the elate of the atkeinphec assassination 
of George Wallace, ana - X have talked with hint on on?, occasion 
since that time about the attsir.ptad assassination of George 
Wallace. 

Q Did jvO'j ever talk to hint about Jack Anderson? 

A No, 

0 Have you over met John Shrlichnu-n? 

A No. 

Q Have you ovar had a telephone ccnversation with John 
Ehrlichjnan? 

A No. He wouldn't ansv/er ny calls. 

Q You tried to call him? 
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A Several 'ai~.es when Mr* Gray was Acting T>irector. 

When Hr. Gray was out: of town, ho -would instruct :ne to call 
Ehriichmsn. but I didn't get through to him. 

Q This was at the time when you ware Acting in Charge 
of the FBI when Hr. Gray was away? 

A Correct. • 

0 Have you ever met H. R. Kaldaman? 

A 'Jo. .» 

0 Rave- you ever had a telephone conversation with Mr* 
Haldeman? 

A Ko. 

Q Have you ever received, a memorandum directed to you 
by- -John Skrlicfeisanv 

A Mo. 

Q Rave you ever directed any- written communication to 
John Ehrlichrssn?' 

A Personally/ no. The FBI, during the time that. X was 
in that capacity , may have sent material to Ehrlichraan, In- 
fact, as X mentioned, the Radford summaries were sent t.o 
Shriichraan for a period cf time. 

Q Aside from the Radford summaries/ was any. document, 
writing, sent by the FBI to-Hr. Ehrlichman which you have know 
ledge of in any way relating to Jack Anderson? 
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Haldeanac? 


Nc. 


Did ycv. ever rracai'^o ?:ny written docraaenk iron K. 


About Anderson? 


Period. 


A 


V*- 
U O • 


Q Did you aver direct any written commoni• jofcion to 
R. R. Haldsman? k 

A If yeti qualify that about Jack Andersc.*!? 

Q No t y. aia not qualifying it. 

MR. STRICXLEK: I object unless it is so qualified. 
:KRm" FRANZINGL'Rj Ha can answer that sad tailor his 

answer. 

HR. • DOSRCVIR: I don't vzsnt him to tailor his answer. 
I would like a clear record of what the witness is answering-. 

BY MR. BOBROV!R: 

V 

Q My question is, did you ever direct any communication 
to IT. XU Kaldssnsn personally? 

A No. 

Q era you aware of any FBI communications directed to 
H. R. Haldarasn which, in any way, related to Jack Anderson? 

A No. 

Q Are you aware of any FBI communications to John 


Greenberg/Gray-4920 






51 


c 

\iis~10 


0 


c 


c 


Eirlichn&n aside -froi?; these Radford tap. nenoranda which ia any 
way relate to .leaks of natios?.al security information? 

MR. MCRTBY30U: Objection. 

MR. IRGER; I object to that qr.ert-'.cn, too, and 

it is certainly not within the confines of Rule 2d, the 
witness is instructed, as he has been instructed before, not 
to answer that question. 

BY MR. EOBROV2R: 

G Ara you aware of any ceranuiii cations frera the RBI to 
H. R. Halderan about leaks of national security information? 

MR. rRAMSINGER* Si-jna instruction. The witness can 
answer that question insofar as it relates to the plaintiff 
Jack Anderson. 

Did you want that answer, or do you. want to withdraw 
your question? , 

MR. tOBRCVIR: 2 haven't, withdrawn iay question. You 

• ■ 

have instructed bin net to ansvar. 

MR. • FR?i? 7*32?GRR t I have instructed him that hs can 
answer ss far as it relates to Jack Ancarson. * 

IRS WITNESS: Then the answer is no. 

EY MR. BDBROVIR: 

Q You are answering Mr. ?r anp.ir.ger*s question. 

MR. HORTritfRCv?: It is orobablv a batter ausstion. 
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MR. DOSROVIR: Mr. Pressingar can try his case the 


way h<s seas fit, 

i. . 

THE TvITM 2SS : 2 think what you are overlooking is the 
face that fcha FBI, during this period of r.irs, handled a tre¬ 
mendous number of documents. Correspondence was exchanged back 
and forth'to the white House. I presume seme went to Haldaman 
and some to Butterfield. 

So for me to try and .answer a broad, m/aeping giiesfici; 
like you phrased it is impossible. But when yon restrict it 
to the plaintiff in this case, then the answer is no. 

BY MR. DOBROVTR: 

Q It is not impossible to answer. y?ith all due respect, 
all you.have to do is probe your memory and answer that way. 

. MR. Fltl'1RINGER: Arid that doesn’t make it any more 


relevant. 


.MR. STRICKIER: If counsel will just ask questions, 


w-5 vicl goto j'A!;iS'fie5 cure2 csj?» 


MR. BOBROVIR: if you gentleman would each refrain 


from interructions — 


BY MR.. DGSnOVIRj 


Q Was there any instruction to you from anyone that the 
Radford tap should be kept very closely secret? 

•A No, that was ikv own idea. 
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Q Or what basis did you. decide that? 

A Eecaus® I fell: it wasvery sensitive, because I fsli: 
that Andersen was frequently quite careless in what he wrote 
and I didn’t want anything about the possible investigation of 
the leak to Andersen to get out. And I wanted it to be held 
very closely on a need to know basis. 

0 Whan you say you never spoke to David Young about tbs 
Radford tap — 

A I have no recollection of such a conversation• 

Q —did Mr. Miller indicate to yon that bavicl Young 
had spoken to him about tape of this program? 

A. I can’t bo sure about that. My impression is that 
probably somcor.e subordinate to Killer was the on4 who would 
have t\ny conversation with David Young. 

0 . Ars you aware of sny other tap placed or, Mr. Radford 

by anyone other than tha on© 'ws have talked about. ? 

m 

A Wo talked about more than one. We talked about taps 
c-r» a couple of his friends. Other than the one I have already 
testified to, to. 

0 So would it come as a surprise if there had been any 
other taps? 


A. Yes. 

MR. SYP/lCXLbf;? Cbn-obiar- to *-uat would coma as a 
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surprise So the witness.. Tb.sk is not r.u:karial. 

HR- DOSROVIRs H© has answered- 
BY MR. DOBROVIRj ' 

Q Did you direct that no td.nu.r card be.- ruainteisved wish 
respect to this particular wire tap? 

A Ho. 

Q Ware you aware as the time that the visual procedure 
was to maintain aa 12. our card?- 

.MR. STRICI-IiER: I object, X thiak. thin is reps title 
HR. DQBROVT.R? I didn't ask that question before. 

TBS KI3SIES3 s Did you want to repeat tJv) question- 

please? 

'Tbs last. cuv.ot.ior:.. as recorded, was raad fcv the 
reporter.) 

THE WITNESS: Yes.' 

- 

BY MR. D03R0YIR: 

Q Did you assums that an Elsur card had.b«en prepared 
at that time for these taps? 

f-m. STRICTER: The witness * state of mind is not 

relevant. 


MR.. D0ER07I 

7? * 

I think. 

1 (v X £) • 

l 

THE T*r.W7!:’SS 

: 

I can’t 

answer that 

question because 

't know. I 

dr 

vn * o know 

the aes’.vfr.r 

to *.h f.n quss ti on. 
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BY HR. D03307IRS 

Q Were the usual procedures with "aspect: to v;i.re taps 
and written author!sation of wire taps followed in evaxy case? 

•A 17s 11, as I have already mentioned„ the file was main¬ 

tained in itsy cffics rather then being maintained in the Files 
and Cojmaunications Division. Also, in this case, there was no 
request of the Attorney General fur authorisation in writing. 

Q The usual procedure is for the Attorney General to 

.» * 

issue a written authorisation? 

A Yes, in response to the FBI’s request for it. 

Q liny wasn’t that done in this case? 

A It was strictly an oversight. 



Q t aco a over 

.** a ^ • 




ft I suppose 

I would take the blatiis 

• xt shculd 

have 


initiated at a 

lower level but it was 

!ict. And I 

Sidn * if 

0 ven 

thins about it 

until much .later. 




0 Die! you have a desire to ke^p this particular wire tap 
more secret than any other wire tap? 

A ’ Than the normal onas, yes. 

0 Tvhy? 

A Because of the fact that any l*ak of this investiga¬ 
tion, I felt, would b<* ertorted by Anderson in a way which 
would he damaging-to the FBI. 
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C 

c 


Q Old M?- Mitchell indicate in you ha wanked this kept 
secret? 

A *»o, I don't.‘believe that he' did. X would have to 
look back at my memorandum* but I don’t -think that ha did. 

Q Did you ask Ms:. Mitchell why no prosecution was con¬ 
templated? 

A £ don't beliewa that I asked him. 

G Wars* you instructed by Mr. Mitchell thee the FBI was 

.4 * 

not to go the investigation of these leaks beyond pl.ae.ing wire 
taps ?x>d monitoring them? 

A We must have been because we did not do any investi¬ 
gation ether than the wire, tap itself. 

Q Was that unusual? 

A YeS. it. war. unusual to the entert that, in most 


v;ouX 

d bi the 

C V:i 

ccn chichi n g the 

ir.ve: 

ticul 

«—> *■»* /»■ c- -a 

•fc'i-a 

IT'I vma ifiertlT 

?rov: 

;orhsy 

General 

and 

to the White House. 


Q Did the Attorney Csnsrol indicate who was going to 

conduct, the further invae.fcdLcatic.i<’ 

A ?*o. he did not. But the assumption was that tire 
investigation was being conducted .by people at the White House 
Q Whose assumption? 

A My assumption. 
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Bob Held; 

’ well it right 

thorn. 

Mr. RArccn, Mr. 

Skrlichra 

■tigations? 



37 

Q You assuir.ad that the. White nous5 would b-s conducting 
the ''investigation? 

A Yes. 

Q Who in the White House? 

A Well, that. would l 

Ehrlichmar., and that is p.rsc 

Q Yon understood the 

Halcteman were conducting invsstigations? 

A Thsy would Ice in charge of At.. They would supervise 

> 

■? * ■ 

v ♦ 

Q Who did you think would be conducting the actual work 
A I didn't .third: about it. I didn't know then and I 
don’t knovj new except I assumed it would be the piunbers. 

Q You were aware of the existence of the p.lursbars? 

A Not at that tiiua. I have already testified to til at > 
ME. STRICKLER: Object to the witness 4 assumptions, 
number one, afid racre they be stricken, number two. 

BY HE. D03.R0YIE: 

Q Sir*usari«s of th& taps were transmitted first tc Mr. 
Mitchell? . 

A Correct. 

Q To anyone else at, the satua tine? 

7 \ Outride the Bureau? 
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Q Outside the Bureau. 


A At the initial stsge, no.. 

Q Than you indicated that suraasriss were transmitted 
to Mr. Ehrlichr.on? ‘ 

A Yes. 

MR. STRICKLES: X did not hear ‘that nano. 

MR. DOBKOVIR: Hhrlichman. 

BY HR. D03S0V2R:- 

A 

O To anyone else? 


A Subsequently to David Young. 

Q At the same tir/ie they were being transmitted to 
Ehrlichir.an» vere sitawaries also being transmitted to anyone 


else? 


A Yes. to the Attorney General 


>o Hr. Mitchell and Mr. Ehr.l.ieim&i: got them at the 


same time. 


tuted? 


Correct. 


Anyone else? 


Liion r vras Mr. Young added as a recipient or substi- 


Substituted for Mr. Ehrlichmari. 


Did fir. Mitchell continue to receive the summaries? 
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Q So then it w-s Hr, Mitchell sud Mr. Young? 

A • Yes. ‘ 

Q Did anyone else aver receive a 3urinary? 

A No. 

Q Did Mr. Young have authority to initiate or to order 
the FBI to initiate wire taps? 

. MS. rPJ£7ZS'iG3S: Objection. 7:11s question appears to 

a • . 

be calling for a lagal conclusion. 

- KR.. EOSROVIR: To his knowledge. 

/ 

MR. PEANSIEGER: You csn : t ask this witness about 
isgal conclusions. 

KR. DOBROV-IR? I con ask him. if th«j* FBI - would accept 
an order as an authorization from Mr. Young. 

THE HITNSSSs The answer is yes. 

•BY WR. COBRCvTK; 

Q On what basis? 

/ 

A Tie would assume' that in thin particular case it was 
coming right from the President. 

Q So you assumed any order from Hr. Young to initiate 
£ Orix'S c&eus "cho Pxcs.?. 

A Correct. 


u 


Q Was there- anyone else an the Hhrte House wnose 


Greenberg/Gray-4929 



so 


s-12 




Q 
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authorisation or request for wire tap would be accepted? 
A Bo you want ne to answer that? 


oing 

•V ^ ;V’ 

ev> 

Gil 

•die ground of 

r to 

t v» <* 7 * 

v»,b. 

'ihft 

witness not 

I ca 

in 1 1 do th 

r.d* 

•» • 



MS. FRAN 2S3*628s I don’t s?s how it .is relevant to 
this action at. all , and. I will so instruct the witness. 

BY MR. JDCBIiCVIi’: 

Q Would you accept a direct order from th* President 
to initiate a wire tap? 

A Yes. 

Q Have you ever? 

A No. 

MR. M0RT5SS0H': Objection. 

BY MR. DOBF.OT2Rs 

Q Have yon accepted an order frcttx 2-fc;. Ehriicfcisan to 

*7 —* -* -%• o -1 »"r* •-'‘ft P 

V\ W% ■'* mu ^ • 

MR, • SCHWARTS i 1 object. We are asking for general 
principles, net related to this action. And I ash Mr; Fran sing* 

4 < A '^■' 1 * «f»V. . 2 . “»?O £•» ,»• "* l* n *V ^<1 “** 

ub s- tc - v- v -. a, >— -.»r# > < w *..*•■» • 

, MR. FRAMEING-BP.: Yha witness was instructed not. to 
answer a similar question end on the same ground not to answer 
‘this auesticn. 
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BY HR. DOBROVIR: 

Q In addition to the tap or Mr. Radford and Mr. Rad¬ 
ford’s father-in-law, were you ever as'-ced by Hr. Mitchell to 
initiate a tap cii anyone else who was believed to be a source 
of the story published by Jack Anderson? 

A ITo, 

Q v?era you ever asked by • anyone at the White House to 
initints a tap on anyone suspected to be a source of a story 
written by Jack Anderson? 

A ■ No» 

MR. STRICKX-SR: Your voice is (jetting vary confiden¬ 
tial. I can’t hear at this end of the room, tfo are seme 20 
feet apart. 

MR. DCBEGVIR: I have to apologize again, but it is 
two weeks ago I was in the hospital with a, respiratory illness, 
and it has affected my voice. Ho I sir. trying to do the best I 

m 

can... 

y-lu STR2CKLSR: 1 am very sorry. 

When you do look at me and speak to me, I hear you a 
lot clearer. ' 

HR. J03R0VIR: I am talking to the 'witness most of 

the time. 

MR. STRICRLBR: .xry to talk to. us ut> hero. 
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SHE WITNESS: I can hear vou fir.®. 


MR. D03R0VIS: Would you read back the last quest!on 
and-answer, please? 

(The last question and answer, as recorded, were 
read by tbs reporter.) 

BY MR. BOBIOVXR: 

"s 

Q Were you ever asked by anyone at the Whits House to 
initiate e tap on any other jqurnalists besides William Beecher. 
Joseph Kraft, Henry Brandon, Hedrich Smith? 

A Will you repeat the first part of the question, 


please? 


(The last question, as recorded, was read by the 


repcrtor.5 


i-!E. FR?.H ZINGER: 1 object to'.that question and the 
witness is instructed not to aacviar it. It has no relevance 
to this lawsuit. Xi la not within Rule ?.6. And again X repeat 
my request that if counsel wishes to indicate vrhy he believes 
it fcc be relevant, X may .reconsider that objection and that 
instruction. 


MR. DOB ROW. R 


don't we take a one-hour recess for 


lunch? 


THE WITNESS: I 'run not available for rvo indefinite 


period of time. So X would like tc move thi3 proceeding on a 
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little fester. 

X realise you want to ask certain questions but I 
thiisk you can be more precise. I not avaUsbla on an 
unlimited basis. 

MR* D0BK0V2R: Mr. Fait, Mr. Pransingar arid I talked 
about this, and J. made i'e very clear tc him that vie would 
probably have enough questions for a complete working day. And 
I hope he advised yon cf that. - 

MR. STRICKLE?.: How‘much do you 1 think you hare? 

MR. EGBECvT.R: I am sure we will be hero until about 


5:30, 


I will see you at 1:30, 

/ 

{Whereupon ; at 12:35 p.n., the taking o ': the depo¬ 
sition V7£3 racessad, to reconvene &t 1:30 p. :.i., the same 
day.) 


C 

C: 
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af^er-iook session 


(1;30 p.m.) 


WbiSrsiiunn, 


W. M^YiK F£7,T 


rssuifted th<s steed sad was swcar-ined and t<ss &L £i$».d fm*thc-r -as 

follows.; 

. F0R232P. S2aj-IIKA^CH BY COtJMSEL 2TOR THE JLaZKTXF? 

BY Mfc, DOB&OvIX: 

( 

Q Mr. Felt, vcv.ld yon niv? \*f- Hr 4 Pnpich * s pines in the 
FBI organization, his “title, his office and the component? 

A tvail. his first name? v:aa Sam P and I have spelled his 
la3t name. And he was a supervisor ir. the Domestic InbeliiGsuce 


Division, assigned to the JfLuiscn Secticb which was 


a nuoaa. vi¬ 


sion of tha major division. And he was, encug a rrumher of 
agents•assigned.tc this division, responsible for .liaison with 

W- 

other Government ace-ncies. 


the CIA, 


Mis particular responsibility was for liaison v;iih 


And you say he retired scraafeim-s b&fora you retired? 
Yes. 

You didn : t remember precisely when? 


Probably in 1371, but that: is the closest. X nan give 
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Q You didn't recall who his successor was? 


O 


O 


O 


Q 

A 

0 


MO. 

Do you happen to knew who has that position new? 
No. ' 


The Domestic Intelligence Division, unless I rcraember 
incorrectly, was at that time under the supervision of hr. 
Miller. 

A At the'tires that Papieh retired? 

0 In 1271 ?. ? d in 1272.‘ 

A Until September of 1971. it was under the direction 
of Charles Brennan. 

0 And then E. S. Millar? . 

A Yes.. 

Q Arid Mr. Millar continued in that post throughout your 
tenure .until you retired? 

A Yes. 

• 9 " 

3 13 ho still there, do you know? 


a 


in vr^ v (ii.2r : 5d# 


G Sc your testimony, unlens X remember it incorrectly, 
and I are sure you will correct ree if I did , when vs warn talk- 


leg about why the FBI did not conduct any investigation with 
respect to the Radford matter of the leak,, rey recollection is 
that you said that you assumed the 'vhita House ’would conduct i< 
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That was my impression , yes. 


9 b 


own investigation, is that right? 

A 

Q To. your Jaicwledge, had the White House aver conduct 
such an investigation of its own before? 

• HR. FFAN ZING “ill: You a re talking about with respect 
to this plaintiff? 

MR. DC3E07YR: No. I am talking about any other 
investigation, and I am trying to find out the basis for the 
differanca bntwsan this particular procedure and the usual p 


cedars. 

Til3 WITNESS i Yes, I already testified about tlia 

*i n \7<* f *5 -*r sr s • v . -v V-. -■ t' .-.<*» - /-,* t, r j rr «*■» ' f -Vt ci Cl \ T * • rr *? **•* "i .v. V 

t.tT> *$ r»’*i r,Tc c •? r> .Tv. I :r - \ ^ O'/ - ? 

^ 4 V-* -6 ** 4 « Vpi 4^> A C««l* ' J J* « ' 4 O 

BY MR. DOBEOvIfU 

Q Tint was another Vih.lta Hcv.ud in ves tigntion? 

A V.«rv 

Q Were you kept- apprised of the conduct of that early 

*> tv T ? c,c*^* “i f* a ■ -1 ■:•» 7 * 

-wi V •/ w.U* «j U V-— vll • 

A ■ No. , 

Q Did V OLl V■£: 17 3. ?iuITH O£ tl; *C *v• 5 < ; 3 of '>iil£.■?;, ixiV 2 Slid Cf£.-* 

tion? 

.A Yes. They are eat oivc in some d?'tc\i 1 in a bock 
written by — I dontc rome:?bar the name —* it is 'The American 
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Police .State,* by David !7ise. 

Q Are you testifying that you die*, not laarm the results 
of the investigation in the-coarse of your official duties, and 
the only place you learned it was from that book? 

A. I think: 1 had other information about it. Where it 
came from, I don't now remember. 

Q Can you try to recall whether you learned that infor¬ 
mation in your capacity as an official of the FBI? 

3k. 

A 2 think I learned it freir, the newspapers. 

Q So you ware aware that the White House did possess 

an investigative capability? 

A To that extent, yes. 

Q Did veil knew any details about that capability? 

A No. 

Q You didn't knew- who the investigators were? 

A No. 

Q Ware you aware or did you hear that as part of that 
inveEtigr.tive capability there was a wire tapping capability? 

A No. 

Q Did you have any information come to you as to how 
those white House investigations were conducted, what was done? 

A Uoll, again, from, the press I learned that extensive 
interviews were conducted 'and a number of polygraph examination: 
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but 1 learned ••that from the press. 

Q Did you ever is am about any vim taps? 
No. 

Any surveillance. physical surveillance'. 


A 


Q 

A HC. 

C; Did you ever learn anything about any results of any 
Whits House investigation with reupech to the Radford rant tar? 

A Ho. 

- » 

Q Not through the press or any other way? 

1 A Well, X think I indicated previously this morning 
that I learned last Friday that the White House investigation, 
which was conducted, pretty veil pinned down Radiord as the leak 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but has not. positively pinned him 
down as a leak to Jack Anderson. 

I also said icy opinion still was-. Radford was the leak 
to Jack -Midsrarcn. 

Q Did you learn in 1971 in the course cf your work with 
FBI that the-' if-ike house had established something that it 
called Sendai Invsiitiqat.ive Unit? 


O 


r's 


Q To what eut.ont in your kncv/ledgs was the White House 
investigative capability reiatad to the so-called fart ton Flan? 
A. Would, you repeat the guescion, please? 
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(The Iasi; question, as recorded-, was raid by the 

reporter.) 

/ 

THE WITNESS; The Huston Plan had nothing to do with 
White House capability. . 

BY MR. D03R0VIR: 

Q What was the Huston Plan? 

A That is a pretty broad question.. 

Q Can you summarise it? 

MR. FR&NSISIGER: I cton't think that is at all' rele¬ 
vant to the lawsuit, and in helping with my earlier instruction. 
I would similarly instruct the witness not to answer this 
question with the same caveat as before, and that is if counsel 
would' wish to indicate to rae why he believes this matter is 
relevant to the lawsuit, I may reconsider that objection. 

‘ BY MP. DOBIcOvIR: 

Q This case involves allegations of wire tapping sur¬ 
veillance and ctlt&r illegal investigative activities. And my 

i 

knowledge, which corner from th® pv.bl5.c press, cf the Huston Plan 
was that it v?as a plan for Government agencies to engage in 
just those, activities. 

Was one ccirpcnsnl; of the- Huston Plan the use of wire 
tapping, to your knowledge? 

A The cucandsd use of wire tapping. 
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Q And was part of that. the use of vrire tapping with 


resoech to isaks of information to journalists? 


A No. 


Q it was not? 


A No. 


0 Nhat v?as t ha v/irs tapping component of'the Must on 
Plan supposed to ba directed at? 

A X til ink it was directed entirely in -oho area of 
foreign intelligancs * 

Q It had nothing to do with domestic intelligence? 

A I think it would hairs to do with domestic intelligence 
too, as far as terrorism and violence* were concerned. 

Q 'That was all? 

A Yes. 

Q Is it not the case the -Juston Plan was rejected by 


Mr. Hoover? 


r» «V« » » , -s \ •'' — rr 

■i* * ^ t » •# — 7 * > W -1. V* „* I 


Q Co yon know Why' 


Mil. FRAM3225G25?: I aifi going to object to this entire 


of averkicninc. The witness has already answered 


k; vJptSwT- 


which indicate • there was no connection between this Huston' ‘ 
to his knowledge, end the activities alleged in this iav/st&i 
MH. DOoHOH 11; 1 don ; t know that until I hear the 
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n q v!» rr-Tja v* 

O-W Ite ft 


G 


C 


C) 


G 


MR. 

PRAM 5117 GSR: 

lie 

has already testified the 

re is 

on 

in 

Hu £ vie n 

?l£ 

n, as far os he is aware, 

ror 

ntj 

of 

j oust-, alls as 

s -* 

Included in that would be 

the 


plaintiff. I can't see what relevance this could, possibly hav 
to this lav.-auit. 

He could indicate whether he has knowledge of Mr. 

Hoover's basis for rejecting the Huston Plan. You can 5-ndi- 
cats whether or not you have such knowledge. 

THE WITNESS: The only thing I would do would be to 
give ry opinion. 

Y^T* n-7p r>/Gp v*/*V?TP . 

O Did you ever talk to Mr. Hoover about the Huston Pla 

A ■ Ho. 

Q Did you ever talk to.Mr. Tolson about the Huston Pla 

A Ho. 

m 

Q Where did you beam about the Huston Plan? 


A You 

wear, when? 

Q How 

and when. 

A When 

I was promoted • 

ata Director, 

the rne.n.v;hcT3 I w 

to it. This v 

-i. n v. iu.v Oi j.ji 

Q V.'ho 

*;as ‘ths/i iaen you 


mv attention 
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h Rufus Beaver. 


Q did ht* tail you .about it? 

A He showed rue copies of the Hus ton Plan, told ms whet 
had happened, 

Q Told you Mr. Hoover turned it 'down? 

A Yes. 

Q Did he tell you why Mr. Hoover turned it down? 

A I dor**fc recall that he did, r.c. 

Q Aside from these Radford taps,, in addition to the 
Radford tap, Mr. Fait, do you hava knowledge or information-• or 
have you ever heard or road about any other wire tapping in 
which Jack Anderson cr the conversation of Jack Anderson was 
overheard and rscorcsd? 

A Ho,, no. 

Q Ho it, earlier today 1 asked you whether you had ever 


02.3 dissect v/itn anvbooy cr 


h document anything about th-t 


subject of a wire tap of Jack Anderson or a bug inbonded to 
overhear con vers ati.cn s of Jack Anderson, or surveillance of 
•jack ivndemoT*» 

Aside from whet you read in the newspapers, your 
answer, in each of those cases was no. 

*V ii:aC ^ 


Q Nov, my question is, in any other way, if there is 
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C; 


O 


another "war/, did you aver learn cr obtain information or given 
to understand or to suspect the existence of any wire tap 
aimed at overhearing Mr. Anderson? 

A No. 

Q Cr sny bug aimed at overhearing Mr. Anderson? 

A No, I have absolutely 210 reccllecti.cn ox anything 
like that. ' 

Q You have no recollection? 

A {Shakes head nege.ti.vsly.) 

Q You testified a little bit earlier about the FBI 5 s 
tasting of the Dita Beard memorandum. 

A The laboratory examination. 


Q 

Yes. 



A 

x <2S • 



Q 

Wars you in 

charge of -that project? 


A 

No, only to 

•the a-atent that I was .in 

the chair, of 

command. 

Th G iTSS'C OT\ S 1 

.bility for that was under 

the supervision 


of the Assistant Director in Charge of the Laboratory. 

Q Did Mr. Hoover ask you to hava that test done? 

A He .didn’t ask ms to have it performed. I*. Patrick 
Gray a a'tad ins to hava it par f crnad. At that time,. X cleared, it 
with Hoover, who agreed, and I forwarded it to the laboratory 
for examination. 
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Q Mr. Hoover did net indicats to you -that John ’Jean had 
coma to him and given him the Diha Beard memorandum and asked 
him ho have it examined? 


A 


hO.- 


Q Did lor. Kcover ever indicate ho you that Mr. Dean had 
asked him or that he had offered to give Mr. Dean the FBI’s 
file on Jack Anderson? 

A No. 

Q And he never asked you. to put together any material 
to give to Mr. Dean on Jack Andersen? 

.A No. 

Q Have you. ever responded to any requests for informa¬ 
tion about .Jack Anderson? 

A 550. 

Q To ycur knowledge- has the Bureau ever responded to 

♦ 

any requests from outside the. Bureau for information about Jack 
Anderson? 

A No. 

Q Aside, of coursej. from the Radford taps? 

A Correct. 


Q 

A 

0 


Not ever, from the Justice Department? 


Net to mv fcncvled.cre 


riot, about. anybody else who worked fer Jr-ek Andersen -• 
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Les ?*7hifct«i5? 


A Are you asking the same qussti.cn? 

Q Yes. 

A Then the answer is the s^ins.. 

Q You had never responded nor, to your knowledge, the 
FBI has never, responded to any other Government: agency or any¬ 
body else for any information shout Las Ifr.ittsn? 

A Mot to my knowledge. 

Q Cpan. Ginn? 

A Thai* is Anderson's secretary? 

0 Right. 

’ > 

A So, not to cy knowledge. 

Q Bri'iii iiunc;? 

A No, not to my knowledge. X would have to qualify 
chat and say that I can ’• t nov; state what information was furn¬ 
ished to the Justice Department in connection with any ongoing 

• \ 

investigation, and it may well be that in the FBI reports for¬ 
warded to the Justice Department there was information concern¬ 
ing les Whitten or Britt Hume. I am not ah-la to state posi¬ 
tively one way or the other, but it is probably so. 

Q Wars you aware at the time the FBI agents arrested. 
Les ivhxt'c?n? 


A I certainly was. 
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Q That information was collected in connection with 
that effort? 

A Hell, an i.n v&stigarden was conducted and reported, 
and copies of the report wa.r£ sent to the Justice Department, 


yes, 


n 


So vonr answer with respect to Las Whitten is that 


information, was provided? 

A information about an ongoing investigation. 

% 

Q An investigation about Les Whitten? 

A An ongoing investigation. 

Q l'y question is not — 

t 

il I am limiting «*y answer to an ongoing investigation. 
Q So that your answer is information was- transmitted? 
ti In ccnr.ecfcicw 'virii an ongoing invcst i cr ation. 


w 


So that your earlier answer as to Las Whitten , that 


'chare was notnicr-aatx cn transmitted. was incorrect? 

A. No, 7. don't think it war incorrect. Read it again 
arid I will analyse it. You have to distinguish betwsan infor¬ 
mation and invr 3 tige.ti.v 2 reports and unsolicited information 
or solicited information from the files bf Idle FBI. They ere 
two distinctly separate things, and the only information that 
I know of from the 72Z he the Justice Department about Les 
Whitten is in connection With an ongoing investigation. 
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I want the rncerd tc vurv clear!'/ shew that. 


Q Are you aware of any inveshiyati.cn that the FEZ con¬ 
ducted of Jack Andersen with respect tc Fred Black? 

A :vo. 

Q You have no knowledge? 

A Not in ny official capacity. 

Q Now, when Jlr. Whitten was arrested in January 1973, 

yea were Assistant Director of the FBI, is that right? 

* 

i\ No* Z VcS ■ tbo Acuin^j Asseexcr.tio Di.^cc'ioir* 

Q Acting Associate Director. 


Q Thank you. 

When did you first have knowledge, what was the first 
knowledge that came to you with respect tc the arrest of Mr. 
Whitten? 

A It was a telephone cal 1 which I received probably 
within a very few minutes of the time it occurred„ 

0 Have you any information, or did you know prior to 

that time that any investigation of Mr. Whitten and Mr. Anderson 
with respect to the Bureau of Indian Affairs' documents was 
underway? 


Q The arrest of Whitten cams as a complete surprise to 
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you? 




yes, although' it could have' b*en pos¬ 


sibly been predicted because Anderson was brown to have copies 
of papers which wsra stolen. 

Q Ke had published columns some months be lore? 

h Ysr?. But Whitten ’ s arrest came as a surprise. 

Q The publishing of those columns did not cause the 

ocsrcie»c©tRsnt. of say FBI, investigation into that matter? 

% 

A Well, the way you phrased the question, the answer 
is no. The investigation was already underway to locate 'the 
papers which had hear*, stolen. And eor.sti.me during the course 
of that' investigation, because. ?.ndsrson, published copies of 
them, the investigation was conducted to .try arid find out where 
h.ri c^O'w 

Q Did there co^e a time at the PSI when n suggestion v;a: 
made cr the thought enpresrsed tin at J act Anderson should be 
targeted, as the subject of a criminal investigation that might 
lead to his arrest? 

A. P’s. 

Q So even though you believed that he had copies of the 
stolen documents . vcv. did not. decide to initiate an invest!ca- 


MR. FRA2ISINGSF: 


are askin- the witness whether 
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he decided? 

'f BY M?„ D03RCVIR: 

Q . Meaning ths FBI. I-Jlien I say "you, r * I lac-tan the FBI, 

to your knowledge. 

A The investigation was ongoing at the tir.vs-, and I aia 
sure that consideration of possible sources tc Anderson was 
considered. 

Q But not after Anderson 5 s arrest as a possessor of 
stoXen documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you yourself play any role in connection with 

the investigation involving Jack Aader-soa? 

A Well, as I indicated already, it is incorrect to say 
there was avi investigation cf Jack Anderson. Thera was an 
investigation to recover the papers stolen from tho Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and because he was running columns about it, 
.Tack .ludersan would have to be considered on the periphery cf 
this investigation. But the incident which veu are leading up 


to, 1 

think, is 

the 

drr&tvfc of 

Las Whittan 

and 

had to 

play was 

ih-a 

+» 4 .> »*> 5 t»V* 

~ ' m* 

2 was aware 

of ‘ 

o f the 

polartia 

I for 

recovery 

cf -idle dccu 

yr 07*1 «*-< 

*-» '—law 


I was aware of the situation which existed on the 
afternoon that the documents vers located. I was aware of i 
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•Within roisfitss of his arrest whar; Whitten was taken into ' 

\$ ■ 

‘custody 4 

0 Did vou corrausni cste with tils Justice Dspartmant with 


respect to hho investigation that would involve contacting 
Anderson? 

A He. • 

You did not? 

I did r.ot. - 

HR. DOBIlOvlR: Would von mark Shis Plaintiff's Sahib 


Q 


A 


C 


c 


c 


(The document referred to was 
marked for identification as 
Plaintiff : 55 Etdtibit Ho. 2.) 

BY MR. BOERQVIRs 

0 I am shewing you Plaintiff J s inhibit 2 . and asking 
if you have ever seen this before. 

I* sr£V? f; h.£*«* A.>> ~f* : f? v* V-<1 -? r ;** r -O 

A My initials are on it. I don't remember it, but ay 
initials are on it. 

r 

Q Do yen know who prepared it? 

A Ho — wait a minute. I don't know who prepared it. 
Yen can't see the initials on it. 

Q Does this help yen remsrsbAr any better about your 
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own role of the investigation of the theft of documents frora 
'the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

A Does this? 

Q Yes. 

A Mo, no. This is not inconsistent with anything I 

have said, although I think what is here probably should go 
into the record. 

Q Do you recall any discussions within the FBI in 

Dacei.'ber 1272 respecting the subpoena, a possible subpoena to 
be issued to Mr. Anderson or Mr. Thitten? 


Q 


For telephone toll call records? 

Any subpoena. 

The only one I remember is for telephone, tell call 


rsccras. 


Q . So, in December * 72 , there were conversations with 
respect to subpoenaing telephone toll call records? 

A Mot necessarily conversations, but memoranda. 

0 Do you recall what thoca mevrtcrzmda were? 

A Mo. But I remember there was a request or discussion 
or cosasunicaticn back and forth with the Justice Department 
about the advisability ox getting a subpoena to get some of his 
•toil call records to pc as able Indian sources to see where he 

, J 

v:ss eev.tanq the documents, 
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Q Can you b-a a little more precise as to . the internal 

' , ' % * 

S • 1 . ^ 

purpose cf getting the toil call records? 

A To try to find out where the documents ware. 

Q How would getting the toll call records find out 
where the documents were? 

A This would provide in f c mail on on ths area vjhere part 
of the documents were suspected to be. Knowing that Andersen 
had published copies, the inference was that he v;,r.s in tele- 
phonic contact 'with the people furnishing him, copies of docu- 

Q Ar.d? 

A £\iio[ ivij fru ^ 

0 Hew would getting the toll call records help you find 
out whers. the documents wore? 

A It .would furnish tho identity of the* people with 

1 

who;,! ha hod been in contact who ir.ight have been the ones . that 
furbished him copies cf documents. 

Q You know that Hr. Anderson was in contact with many, 
many people? 

A I don't have, any idea how msszy people he was in con- 
tact with. 

Q You thought’the only people he would 'be in contact 


u~h — 


V/itn 
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MR. FRANf.IKGER: Qbjaction.. 

. . KR* DCBIvOVIR: Let r.s finish fcy question. . 

BY MR. CGEP.OvIP.: 

0. Wasn't it your assumption that the only people he 
would have been in telephonic contact with 'ware people furnish* 
ing him with the Bureau of Indian Affairs 5 documents? 

A There is only one answer to that question, and that 
is no. 

Q Were you aware tin at' obtaining the records of his 


toll 

C3 


s would 

CD 

trJLn 

ro.r you ■ 

he ha 

d 

be 

an in t 

ale 

phoni 

c conbao 


A 


No, I 

was 

n v i a 

wara of ■ 


Q 


What t 

oil 

call 

. records 


A 


The ob 

tai 

ning 

of toll < 

1 ini 

V* '! 

a, J. 

. <*X *. 

5 -•* T 

G» *.i s -1. 

was 

evrai: 

■e o f the 

along 

i- 

lie 

j.ine w 

era 


ng to ti" 

po ana 

• 

T ^ 

.^.CJ 

g 

of his 

\ 

tel 


a toll c 

to tr 

Y 

aa 

d do ifr 

at. 




0 What dares ysra you going to be subpoenaing? 

A I don't knew. 

Q Yoi.r didn't discuss that with anybody? 

A I don't knew whother 1 did or not. 

Q You don't remember? 


Greenberg/Gray-4953 





c 

rr.s-43 

c 


c 



* 


A I don't. remember. 

• Q Could you identify your initials or. this document? 

A I already did. 

Q Would you mark a circle around it so that the record 


it? 


'Hk. 


it 

is this very handsere 

looking 

? hara. 

2>!R. 

SCHWARTS : Are re crj 

Plaint! 

ff l s Me.. 2 new? 

hr. 

DOBROVIR: Yes. 




?: shov? you another document* This will be Wo. 3. 

(Ths document referred to was 
marked for identification as 
Plaintiff's Exhibit Ho, 3.) 

BY «E. DOBKCVIR: 

•Q To your knowledge, was .Tack Ardors on th> target of a 
Grand Jury investigation looking into the theft of Bureau of 
Indian Affairs * documents? 
h No. 

Q *, y **>* T a T * r ^ % 4 »**• r*, Vs *T> 

•.. wO 1*12.2 *Vi.i**. w* U-CV?!. JT 


T -i ^ • t +n*s , .i¥* 7 .■* cj 

ra. l-jri o » ;i.L ^ L.<\Z »v / ';s • 


r> 

*£ 


* *w L.. C.-i A t;«.. wV. , ».‘,i ; wV i, 


f in tni c 


ixd.rri.n Ca i Divi*3 i ori c - 


:hs Juscics- OsTy-zt^rnt n.uf-.ed ;/aui Boucher? 

7\ i! o„ 

Q a ar.: sbevr^’v-j you Erviii.bib 3. 
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First of ail , would you dell r/.e whether your initial 

x ■ * 

; is on that document? 

A Yes, my initial is on it. 

% 

Q Do you recall that doc iiiScyi'c? 

A No, I don’t recall it. 

Q Can you tell from it who prepared it? 

A Whoever it was, it was th a 3 arcs one that prepared 
your Exhibit 2. 

Q This document says >'and. I quote, ’"Department is aware 
of above and has concurred in FBI re commendation chat Anderson 
not be interviewed due to his 'unreliability'.' 1 

Do you have any idea what that sentence msans? 

MR. FFAS Z IlIGSR: Objection. That, document speaks 


for * v ' ? 


itself. Mr. uelt doesn’t recall. 


HR. LOBFCVIE; It doesn’t. speak for .itsolf to ms. 
Mr. Felt was about to answer. 

THE WITNESS: It means exactly what it mays. 

BY MR. D03E07XR* 

ti/Vv.-.r* 'i *z* t; '\r* * cm 



0 

VJhat doss i 


unrsliabi 

*-■** "a - 

o . 

A 

I think he 


Q 

In what way 

/* — \ 

A 

I think ha 


isx. are .\ncorrecv 
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think he is trying to create sensational things to put in his 


column, said I think he is unreliable, I still think so. 

0 Was anything that he published vrir.h relation to what 
was in the Bureau of Indian Affairs 1 documents unreliable, to 
your knowledge? 

A 17 o, not to my iuicwledgo. 

Q Did you learn at. any ti>~£ prior to tlm arrest of Las 

Whitten that it was expected that Andersen or Whitten would be 

% 

receiving or possessing or delivering any Bureau of Indian 
Affairs’ documents to anybody else? 

MR. SCHWAJ5JZ: I will object to the form of the ques¬ 
tion. It io four qu-rrst-ions. 

K£ MP. DO3207151! 

Q If you can answer — 

A It is vary difficult to answer that. All I can do 

is just say, as a matter* of rr.y judgment now, that certainly 

* 

would have- to be a consideration, that wuuld have to ba con¬ 
sidered. But I clorwt recall any indication at; all in advance 
that it was going to be Les Whitman'or Jack Andersen who picked 
up those documents. 

0 But was there- information that was going to be. there 


was going to hn one cf them available for arrest? 


A Ko. 
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0 How did the FBI happen to be there no arrest them? 

'MR. FRSMSXRG2R: You are confusing a couple cf ques¬ 
tions. Your first question, was there information, the witness 
and I understood that question, did he have information at that 
time. Is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

ME. FRSKZIKG2II: And he indicated no. 

Your next question roes to the FBI. 

BY MR. 3Q3110 VIR: . 

v 

Q Do you-know whether the FBI had such information? 

A No. 

Q Were you in any way involved in oversight of this 
investigation of the BIA? 

A Wot directly. 

Q Did you receive memos about it fairly frequently? 

\ 

> 

A Well, I am sura that I did, yes. 

Q Dicl yon road them? 

Yes. 

Was this n matter that you considered tc. ba important? 

A Yes, I think it was important. 

Q Did you know any time in advance cf -the arrest of Mr. 
Whitten that FBI Agents ha£ information that led them to 
believe they would bs able to arrest Hr. Anderson or Mr. Whitten 
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in possession of the Bi'A documents? 

A No, 

Q Khc was in charge of that particular investigation, 
directly on a day-to-day basis? 

A I can *t tell you, but the supervisor crust be whoever 
is dictating these nisrr.oranda and his initials are DTP. And ha 
would have been directly responsible. And going up the line, 
x can’t nov; tell you whose initials are on here besides my own. 

Q And ycu don’t know who DTP would be? 

A Ho. 

C Do you recognize any other initials cn it? 

MR. FRSSZINGER: Circle the G. Patrick Gray, III. 

. T32 HI2H2SS* The only other initials on this that 

I recognise now are those of ry assistc.nt, who is Hason G. 
Campbell. 

By KP. D03E0VTR: 

, Q Are you aware that Mr. Gray in testimony before the 
Congress testified that, the Bureau had knowledge in advance that 
documents were going to be in the possession of Anderson and 
fthitxen?. 

A No, X air. not aware of that. 

0 Hava you ever hoard the name John Arellano of the 
Metropolitan Police Deoartw.onh? 
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A I think so. Isn't that the .informant.which thty h.td? 

Q When die. you first hear that name? 

A I can't tell you that now. 

Q Was it before January 31, 1973? 

A I have no idea. 

Q Did you have any discussions with Carl Belcher of the 
Justice Department about this particular^ case? 

A Did I? 

Q Yes. * 

A I don * t recall any. 

Q Do'ycu-recall a discussion on January 3«?. 1973, with 
li r. Belcher? 

A No. 

Q In which it was indicated there was no objection from 
the Justice Department to going ahead and arresting !«hi iter.? 

A No, 'I don’t recall thee. But I do recall — in fact, 
to, set this matter straight, we will have to go back a little 
bit ic clear the record. . 

Q Fine. 

A This man you are referring to was an informant for 
the Metropolitan Police Department. He advised the Metrcpclitar 
Police Department that three boxss or four boxes I don't 


recall nev? 


r\ t- 7" 


the h.O XijTi pc/O-DTS ViCld u lie 
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Washington by on« of thn members of the AIK group., and at that 
time were in an apartment located in the District of Columbia. 

He also said that the Indian and other members cf his 
group war*? going to go to either Mcrth Carolina or South Caro¬ 
lina — 1 don’t recall which — and pick up several additional 
boxes of Indian files. 

So a latar question v;ss raised then as to whether we 
should take advantage of a bird in the hush or a bird in the 
hand > or two birds in the bush. And. this matter was presented 
to the Department c not by me, and. the decision of the Depart¬ 
ment v-as that FBI should try to get the papers from South 
Carolina. And tills created the problem cf maintaining the 
security cf ‘the files which vrera in the apartment. And the. 
instructions of ‘die Department ware to maintain the apartment 
under surveillance and to keep our eye on that apartment, to 
prevent any files from being moved out until v:a could get the 
additional files. 

The instructions wares to the effect if anybody tried 
to remove the files, they should be arrested. 

whether or not there was any discussion with Belcher 
or anybody in the Department as to the possibility it might have 
been Las hhitten, I don't know. 

Q Diet you aver talk to Mr, Gray about this matter? 
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I am sure I did. 


Q Did yen talk po him about the question of arresting 
Jade Anderson or Las Whitten? 

HR, FLAM Z32" GBR: You are i*.a;5tj.ng pre-arrest? 

MR. pOBECVIR: Any time. 

THE V/l'TifESS: X don’?: r£i?.e:r«bar. The only thing I 
remember is calling him after the arrest occurred end telling 
him it '.-ras Las Whitten who was trying to move the files. 

BY MR. DOBF.OVIR: 

Q Wa3 that tho first conversation with him about this 
that you remember? 

A S car.*t be sure. I don’t know. I don’t, recall any 
other discussions. 

Q Did you have any discussions with anybody in the 
White Mouse about .the possible arrest of Jack Andersen or Lss 
h. i c t -3Tl ? 

A Ho. 

0 Did you have ary discussions with anybody in the 
Justice Department that you remember? 

A Did X parscn5i.lv? 


rs v 


You ye rs on ally. 


A Not that I recall. 

Q Did any of your superiors have such conversations. 
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if you recall? 

A I don't know. 

Q Did any of your superiors have ary conv - rsatior.: 
with anybody in the Whitfc Kcusa that yea heard about? 

A Mot to my knowledge. 

Q Did you got the toll call racerdo? 

MR.' SCHWARTZ: I didn’t hear the last question. 
BY MR. DOSRCVIR: 

Q Did you get the toll call records? 

MR. PRAM8n-iGiiSi Would you clarify "you "? 

BY MR. DOBROVIR: 

Q The PDI. 

A I understand that we did. 


C 


u 


0 What did you do with, then? 

A I don’t knovr. 

Q Do you recall that there was evsntunlly • ar» order b 
the District Court suppressing than and having them returned 
i\ I don’t recall that. 

O This is the first tine you heard? 


A I cur. : t say to be sure about thru 


recall the circumstances. 


out cor-. ‘ v. now 


0 Have you ever ret or talked to William i-!. Collins 


or.? 
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A The name is unfamiliar to ma« 

C Ha is an Assistant United States Attorney. Would 

that help? 

A That helps ma to feel that 'I would not have a con¬ 
versation with him. 

Q Did there corns a time when Jack Anderson became a 

target of the FBI 1 s investigation into the theft of the BIA 

documents? 

A The ElA documents? 

Q Yes. 

A !•?o. Las Whitten did. 

Q Were you kept apprised of what the Agents were goin- 
to be doing ar»c were doing ir. connection with the arrest of 
Tvhitten prior to the arrest? 


MR. SCHWARTS; 


I didn’t hear the last part of the 


emss tr.cn, 


BY MR. POEEOVIR: 


Q The arrest of Whitten prior to 'the arrest. 

MR. SCTii'TARTS: Would you repeat that question? 

(The last question, a~; recorded, was r a ad by the 
reporter.) 

THE WITNESS s That is a question which is iripossibl 
to rivswer because prior, to tin. arrest I didn't knew who it v;a 
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going to 
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A 

In 

the 

District of Columbia. 






Q 

tfho 

to 

apartment was it? 






A 

It 

V£S 

tile apartment of a mem 

be 

r of h 

he 

.AIM mo 

v^.menl: • 

Q 

Mr. 

<*■ t *♦ 

It*' was it in your mind 

•>- 

V't *> y> 

-. t» 

i------ 

>r to t 

?“i S' ’f * 

. a Ok v* 


arrest,. Jack Zxde rson or sca:ecn*a connected with him was likely 
to be involved, in moving tbs documents? 1 

MR. STRIC&LER: I objnot, X think it in repetitious 
and I think it is just typical of & • first-class fishing e:-cpoci- 

fcion. 

MR. J'J&S 2XWG23U I would also object to the question. 
Go ahead and answer it. 

THE tvIT'TESS: i^sll - the way you phrased it* the answer 

is no. 


1Y MR. DOEPOVTR: 
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C So did you-not s>?sot .. is ift ycur t3Eiinony 

you did r.ck exosct anyone cons.~cv.ed with Jack And 2 rson? 

A !-? cfc sp & ei f .i c ally. 

Q What, did you mean not specifically? 

A X have all'sad.y pointed out the fact four or more 
times. This would have to bs considered a possibility no matte 
how remote. I can truthfully say when Whitten was arrested, I 
v;as surprised. 

Q Hov 7 remote a possibility did you consider it? 

MR. FRAN 8 IN GBR: Objection. 

MR. DOBROyiR: I am fo.licV7.ing tip what the witness 

said. 


C 


c 


MR. STRICI'J.ZR; I object. It is a state cf the wit¬ 
ness 4 mind and ia not material and. relet'-ant. 

KR. DOS.RO'SXlR; Quite to the contrary. X think the 
state of nine! cf people involved in these matters is very 
important, That is for the judge to decide, 
ry MJ-ir DORroVXR. 

Q Do you remenber the guestiou? 

A Well t the judge decide. 

MR. C03F.0VIR: Would you repeat the question? 

USE WITT'S. 1 ?5 s It won’r do any good because I am net 
going to answer it.. 
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HR* DOiiROV.SP: You. are ' r»fusing to -answer?- 

THE WISfJESS : Right. 

MR. FRAMZIMGER.: He has already answered. the question 
Hs has already indicated his stats of mind with a great deal 
of particularity, what hs expected of the documents and who 
would be in possession of stolen docu-tents.. I don’t think he. 
is required to answer any further. 

MR. CT32GKL2R; VTacvi I say 3tata of mind, I am. refer¬ 
ring to a situation where *?e ara calling upon the witness to 
speculate. 

MR. D0BR0V2R: I wasn’t calling upon the' witness to 
speculate. I was trying to find cut whether tbs FBI v/as expect¬ 
ing to arrest Jack Anderson or somebody connected with Jack 
Anderson in connscti.cn with this matter. I am still being 
denied an answer to that question. 

MR. 'STRICKLES 2 Thu ground of ~y objection was that 
it.is repetitious. 

MR. r03.uC'vIR; If I cot an answer, I wouldn’t - havs 
to repeat, it. Apparently Mr. Felt refused to answer. 

MR* SCHWARTS: The problem is you got an answer and 
you didn’t like, the answer. 

MR. FIlAMSIMGEH: lie answered sewarnl times. 

•THE WITHESS :■ I tried to be honest with you and candid 
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SY m. DCBRCVIR; 

Q Did th3 FBI contact any of the people '.’hose telcphon 
numbers they obtained from the telephone toll call records of 
Jack Anderson? 

A Right new I can't recall. 

Q Did there come to your attention at any time between 

the beginning of 1973. and the time you left the Bureau chat 
there was a desire or a feeling on the part of anybody at the 
White House that there were toe many leaks to members of the 
press from too many plscss in the Government, and it ought to 


fce stooped? 


then. 


MR. FRflJ/’?!•!GFR: I object to the form of that gues- 


3Y MR. DOBROVIR' 


Q Maybe you can answer it anyway. 


O 


c 


Q There were two instances that you referred eg, on? 
the meeting in July 3.971 with respect to the SALT talks and 
the — cr with respect to the — 

A The leak to. Anderson, the Pakistan tilt. 

Q Did there at any other hi? 


ccrre to vcv. r atteatsc: 


any suds feeling or desire? 
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MR. ttOS3'B?SCt\’: Objection. 

BY MR. DGBRCVIE: 

Would you 'bill us what that vras? 

Well, it has no relation to this case. 
MR. FRAIISINGER t Fins. 

BY MR. DCEROVTR: 


Q 


I think -chat it may have a relation to this csss inso¬ 
far a3 this case is one example of an effort to cut off journal¬ 
istic access to information to be published. So X am asking 
you whether there was any other .indications • to you of such a 
desire or feeling, -while not necessarily specifically directed 
at this plaintiff because he was a journalist, who would have 
bean included? 

MR. SCilKARTS; I object oh the ground of materiality 
arid relevancy. Even if his answer is yes, it would not lead to 
Rule 26. ' ' 

MR, DOBEOYIR: Objections as to relevancy, as you 
know, are saved. * 

MR. MORYEISCM: I object on the ground cf repetition. 
MR. DCSRC-VxUs I said in addition to thtwo occasions 
which he man-tier.ad. 


iii i 


•tP, DC3E0VIR 


r\ 

W 


Would vou tell us what they .are' 
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MR. MonriESCtf: I hav2'3a objection. 

MR. DCBROVIR: X would like i.c ask the question agaii 
end I would like the answer. 

MR. FRAN 2 XN GSR: I object: to the creation, It ao&s 
tsir i?GVcncl con c if j civcuiiLii* 

The witness is under the standing instruction as to 
whether cr not this 'information that he has relates to the 
plaintiff and if it does* he -'nay so answer. • If it does not, 
he is advised not to answer. 

MR. DOBROVICR: I would like to ask him to answer if 
it does not eicprftssly — if the answer that he would give 
excludes the plaintiff. 

TDD rjfX-mESS: My answer would include the plaintiff. 

3Y MR. DOBROVIf.P: 

o Go ciicc yoo lirciVi-iio osc ottiov in?, ttness v70’co coll sic 
specific instances involving other specific jcufn; lists? 


O 


o 


Q How many were they? 

MR. MORv.'D'SOH: Objection. 

HR. PRAMzIKGBR: Objection. lie. is advised not fee 
answer that question. 

BY MR. D03R0VIR: 

Q For r.hs record, my question is, would yc.u please fe‘ 
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vis about each of thos-a .instances?. 

A No, I am going fee refuse because they have abso¬ 
lutely nothing to do with Jack Anderson. 

Q In your opinion? 

A If is net my opinion. That is my good judgment. 


opinion. 


MR. MORTioTSdN : He can't speak with anybody el: 


BY MR. BGBI’OV JR; 


Q In connection with the effort to plug 


ir.-a.es 


journalists, clid you have a particular contact at the White 
House? 

MR. £ RAN ZINGER: Again the witness is under the 
same standing instruction to limit his answer v.’ith respect to 
plaintiff.. 


THE WITNESS: 


Nothing that related to Jack Anderson. 


J3RGVIR: I would appreciate it. so that the 


record i 


ir, for mv motion to compel if the witness would 


either answer my au.es-clort ns asked or if vou would instru 


him not to answer 


:ho cuesfion as asked, 


MR. FRAW 2INGEH: I will instruct him in accordance 
iih the manner in. while/: I use fit to instruct him. 

BY MR. COBROVER; 


Q Are you refusing to answer my question? 
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A I am refusing’ to say any more than I did. 

Q So you won’t tell us if you had a particular contact 
in the White House with respect to the effort to plug leaks to 
journalists? 

MR.' STRICKLER: I can't hear you up here. 

MR. DOEROVIP.: Would yon repeat that? 

(The last question, as recorded, was read by the 
reporter.) • 

MR. FEhMSIHCEP.: I believe that incorrectly states 
the witness' testimony. He has indicated an answer to that 
question insofar as it concerns the plaintiff. 

BY MR. DOEROVIH; 

Q Were you involved .in any effort to -wire tap anybody 
in order to prevent the press frcrn reporting matters that ’the 


Nixon 

A >sri» *J **. i 1* —- >V J /v ^ i 

o ^4.a u.t.Cu Viivili 

F -V j i Vfi 

being report' 


MR. FRAMZH-TGER: 

Shall 

I go first? 


MR. STP.ICKLfR: 

I thin); 

: wa are plow’. 


ground in a slightly different form. 

MR. SCHWARTS: May I make a suggestion off the record 

I 

(Discussion off til* record.) 

MT> T?r»I\?T „ P g nl- on w».- orv q 

m #»• v ♦ ■ A. A - -V \*>» - W~ A V-# ■ W* »—' 9 

7 have the same objection I have had to this whole 


o 


lane of questioning 


Greenberg/Gray-4971 





i 


IRS - c 1 


The witness, if he ha? inf enaction ins of-.r as that 


rsiatss to plaintiff, is. ceMainly is permitted to give an 
answer. Otherwise , I would advise him not to answer. 

BY MR. D03R07IR: 

Q . Are you aware of any efforts — did there come to 
your attention information about any efforts by Charles Colson 
to discredit Jack Anderson ! s reporting? 

A Not officially. And if I ever did learn of any tiling, 
it must have bean something that- came up in connection with 
Watergate. And even then I am not sure. But officially no. 

Q -Unofficially what do you recall about that? 

A I have no' unofficial recollection of that. But 
vaguely it sr-emr* to me there was soma talk about it in the 
transcript or something. 

0 Do you have any knowieevg* of any FBI investigation 
with respect to any attempt to do physical harm to Jack Ander¬ 
son by the administration of some drug or other substance? 

A Mo. . 

Q Do you know- whether the FBI ever did that, made such 
an investigation? 

A If it ever did I am unaware of it. 

Q Do you have any knowledge, or have you ever heard, 
aside from the press, of course, of any investigation that 
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resulted in a subpoena to ~ nan named Eugene Smith before a 
Grand -Jury down in Norfolk, Virginia? 

A No. 

Q .i hope I recall correctly — maybe X don't recall 

either way, I may have asked you about whether- you had any 
conversations with Patrick Gray with respect to the arrest of 
Las Whitten and the Jack Anderson publication, of material from 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs' documents * 

Did I ask you that question? 

A I think you did. But the way you are stating it now 
makes it impossible, for me to answer.. 

.When Whitten was arrested, I was notified by tele¬ 
phone, and I immediately notified Gray, and I earlier testified 

uO uiici* 

Q That is what I was crying to remember. 

Did you, subsequent to that time, have any additional 
convarsations with- Mr. Gray relating to the. Whitter; arrest? 

A I don't recall. 

Q Did you have any.conversations with Mr. Gray respect¬ 
ing testimony that Jack Anderson was going to be celled to go 
before the Grand Jury? 

A No, I don't recall anything like that. 

Q Did you have any conversation v.v/ch Mr. Gray about the 
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possibility of arresting Mr. Anderson? 

A Ho. 

i 

Q Did anyone at the Whit« House contact you with 
respect to the possibility cf arresting Mr. M'.derscn? 

A Ho. 

Q Did there cent© to your attention any suggestion that 
the White He use or anybody in. the White House was interested 
in achieving the arrest of Mr. Anderson? 

A Mo, 

MR. STRICIvGER: My recollection may be wrong but it 
seems to me I hoard that series cf questions earlier. 

THE WHITES3: 1 second the motion. 

MR. STRICT-LER: That is something that just drags this 
deposition out much longer than it needs to be dragged. 

BY MR. nOBEOVIR: 

Q Did you ever have any conversation with Richard 
ICleindic-iist a.')cut the arrest of les Whitten? 

A I don’t recall. 

0 Did you ever have any conversation with Richard 
Kleindienst about the possibility of arresting Jach -Anderson? 

A No. 

Q Did you have any conversation with Richard Rleindier.st 
about the Dita Heard memo? 
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A No. 

Q Did you have any conversation v/ith Richard Kle.indiens 
about the ITT matter? • 

A No. 

Q Did you have any conversation with either Mr. Gray or 
Mr. Kleindienst prior to their testimony before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee in connection with'Mr. Kleindienst's nomi¬ 
nation to be Attorney General or Mr. Gray's nomination to be 
Director of the FBI? 

A About what? 

0 About the ITT matter. 

A I already testified I hoc conversations with Mr. Gray 
about, the ITT-Dita Beard memorandum, but I had r.o conversations 
with Mr. Kleindienst about it. 

Q My question v;as. did you have any such conversation 
with Mr. Gray prior to and in his preparation for his testimony 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee? 

A The answer is no. 

Q Vthoii■ did you have that conversation? 

A This was curing Kleindienst : s confirmation testimony 
which would have been possibly late March of April possibly in 


197?. 


Q T’hat was the substance of the conversation? 
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A 1 have already testified to it, 

Q Have you personally mot John Dean? 

A Yes. 

Q How many times? 

A I never talked to John Dean about Jack Anderson. 
Q Answer my question. 


A No. But it gets 
question is a shotgun thing 
John Dean, none relating to 


into tiie question of "whether your 
I have had conversations with 
Jack Anderson. 


Q How many times? 

MR. frlCRTENSCvJ : Can I ask you to explain? 

If he tells you he has had no conversations about 
Jack Anderson or this matte:.:, hew asking him how many tim.cs he 
discussed/ met cr talked or had any conversations with John 
Dean is relevant, if h« .tells you 50 or one? How is that 
relevant or how is it calculated to lead to something discover¬ 
able or relevant? 



MR. 

‘DOBROVIR: 


MR. 

•MO ETEKSOt! 


MR. 

L)0.3i\0 v ju As.« 
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MR. 

* C r\ Tj r 'tTr v *; * 

• J-vy -'*• \ ^ X+* t. 4 ^ ^ * ■ 


I don’t intend to get into an argument 
I am not — i 

—- oh the transcript of a deposition 
ci case in which the cause of action is 

I am not asking for.argument. I am 
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asking for you to enlighten rue as to hew his answer; to that 
question could conceivably be relevant, to your discovery in 
this vatter. 


ME. 

DOBROVIR: 

Th 

is x3 a 

MR, 

MORTENSON: 


under s 

MR. 

5 TRICKIER: 

-r 

would 

' 1 x " 

1 X U 

a conspiracy 

case ot 
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; no 

h understand 
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Ycu 

have asked 

hxrri that i 

: had any contn 

ct. 

and x 

as ' 

to each’cne 

of 

'those . 

: to 
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MR • 

FRfttf SIEGER 

* 

X join 

MR. 

KORTEMSOII: 

I 

didn 1 1 

MR. 

DOBEOVIR: 

T 

don ! t t: 


There is an appropriate forum for that. 

MR. MORTEM 3 011: Tv’e are all spending time, and you 
arc restricted by the rules of discovery — 

MR. DOBEOVIR: That is correct. 
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calculated 
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MR, 


; -- to stick to Questions 
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to lead to admissible evidence, 

MR, DOBROVIR: That is correct. 

MR. MORTENSCM: This witness is instructed to answer, 
things relevant to the case. If you are going to v.vove for a 
motion to compel, I think you have to know, before getting into 
a battle in court, as to whether ho would respond to that ques¬ 
tion here. I think if you can enlighten us how it could be 
conceivably relevant, it may be that none of us would have any 
objection and the-witness would go ahead and answer. You are 
not giving us that courtesy. 

HR. • FRAHZIMGER: It would expedite this proceeding. 
MR, D03R0VIR: As a matter of courtesy, in a conspire 

i.ntiff makes is an 
scions and channels 
I to have participated 
apt to ascertain the 
e that might exist, 
r. have got to f ir.d 
i agency, in this case 
the FBI, which carried out specific acts, and those who are 
still defendants in this case as co-conspirators. 

do my first question is to find out about what the 
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contacts were. You already know what my next questions are 
going to be because I have ashed them with respect to other 
people. 


MR. M0RT2NS0N': I accept all cf that and I am in 
total agreement with you. And I think you are entitled to ask 
this witness whether he ever met and talked to John Dean, but 
having told you lie had no contacts with John Dean pertaining 
to Jack Andersen or any of the matters that are the subject of 
this case, I do not think you are entitled to aslc how many 
times he ever met or talked with John Dean. 


The fact that it could have been 300 times or two 
times, or any number of times, is irrelevant to establishing 
communications, conspiracy, or otherwise involved in this case 
/And so I think the witness is perfectly correct in refusing to 


answer your question. 

BY MR. DOBROVIR: 

Q Have you ever had any telephone conversations with 
John Dean ‘while Mr. Dean was employed at the White House, Mr. 
Felt? 

A Yes. 

Q Hew many? 

A hell, 1 can’t say how many new because of the time 
which has elapsed. But I would say possibly 15 or 20 times. 
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Q Did Mr. Dean and you aver discuss the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs* documents? 

A No. 

Q Did you ever discuss the question of leaks published 
by journalists? 

MR. FRAN ZINGER: I object to that question. 1* think 
we have already stated cur ground, and I think the witness 
knows the instruction he is under and the advice he has 
received. 

3Y MR. DOBROVIRf 

• Q Did he ever, or did you ever mention the name Jack 
Anderson in any telephone conversation you or he.had? 


A Kct tc rr»y recollection. . 

Q Did you and he ever discuss the pi Uuibo rs? 

A No. 

Q Did you and he over discuss any FBI wire taps? 

MR. FRAN ZINGER: Of anyone? 

MR. DOBRCVIE: Of anyone. 

MR. FEANZ.TNGEE: I object tc that question on the 
same ground, as stated before. And I advise the witness accord 
ingly. , ■ 

THE WITNESS: Well, my answer .is not with regard to 
J a ck An de r s on. 


Greenberg/ Gray-4980 



mr 7 0 


G 


i'll 


, BY MR. DOBP.OVIR: 

Q Did he ever give yen any instructions with respect 
to wire taps of anybody? 

A Ko. 

Q - Did you ever give hirr. information with respect to the 
results of wire taps on anybody? 

.A Not with respect to Jack Andersen. 

Q With respect to anyone? 

MR,. FPAMSINGER: I repeat my advice to the witness 
and my objection. 

BY MR. DOBP.OVIR: 

Q Have you ever heard, the name Project Mu&hen? 

A Did I ever discuss it with whom? 

Q Did you ever hear c-f it? 

A I heard of it the last day or so. I read it in the 

paper cut not officially. 

9 Do veu know what Collutex is? 


a 


It is an insulatin'? material, fibreboard, made cf 


cellulose. 
Q 
A 


Do you know what it is used for? 

I think it is used for insulating purpose: 
MR. STRICKLED.: I object. 

That is the relevancy of that?- 


O 
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BY MR. B03RCVTF.: 

Q Have you ever heard of the name Project Cellutex? 
A No. 

Q Or Cellutex 2? 

A No. 

Q Have you ever met Jeb Magruder? 

A No. 


Q Have you ever spoken to him on the telephone? . 

A No. 

0 Have you ever met Lee Pennington? 

A I tlii.uk so. Probably 30 or 35 years ago, if we are 
thinking about the same nan. 

Q And not since then? 


A 


No. The Lee Pennington I am thinking about used to 


be an RBI Agent in the early '40s,. and I knew him casually at 
that time. And to the best of my' knowledge, I have not seen 


him since. 

Q Have you heard anything about him? 

A . I think so. but I can't remember 4 what it was. 

Q Dess it refresh your recollection if I suggest it 

might have had something to co with James KcCcrd? 

A No. 


Q Have you ever met John Martin who was a lawyer in 
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the Internal Security Division cf the Justice Department? 

A If I ever did. I don’t re.tar.ber it now. 

(Short recess.} 

BY MR. DOBROVTR: 

0 Mr. Felt, were the files of the Radford wire tap ever 
removed from your office? 

A Mot to ny knowledge. 

Q Are you aware of a statement by the late Mr. Sullivan 
that .FBI wire tap files.wore removed from the FBI and turned 
over to Mr. Hard!an? 

A Yes, I 'err. aware of that. 

Q What was your understanding of the facts behind that 
relating to that statement? 

A I advised you that the wire taps in the Radford case 
were never removed from, my office. Any other files, and par¬ 
ticularly the ones to which, you refer, had absolutely nothing 
to do with the Jack Anderson case. 

Q You know there were no other wire tap files in the 
FBI that had anything to do with Jack Anderson or recording any 
conversation of Jack Anderson? 

MR. FPAMEli! GE P.r That is not what the witness said.' 

BY MR. DOBROVIR: 

Q I am asking him a question. 
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A I don't have the slightest ides, what is in those 
files. 

Q Some of the files night have something to do with 
Jack Anderson? 

MR. FRANZINGER: That calls for speculation. 

THE V7ITN.ES3: If he had written a letter — he used 
to be an informant for the FBI — his name might be in these 
files. 

BY MR. DOBRCVTR: 

Q I am not talking about the wire tap, the Radford file, 
but other wire tap files. 

A I don't believe his name was in any of them, but I 
can't be sure. I have to say not to my knowledge. Let's put 
it that way. 

Q But your knowledge is not all encompassing? 

MR, FRANZINGER: Objection. 

MR. MORTENSON: I thought he answered that. 

MR. DOBPOVIR: Yes. 

MR. MORTENSON: Then I object on the ground of repe¬ 
ls Y MR. D0BR07IR: 

Q Tc your knowledge, did those wire tap files — leaving 
aside the wire tap files of Radford — turn uo in the office of 


titicn. 
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A Yen are talking about certain Kissinger * 
and they did turn up in the office of Mr. Ehriichm. 

Q But the Eadforc!. files did not? 

A Correct. 

Q When did you retire? 

A June 1973. As of that date, they certai: 
left the office. 

Q Do you know where they are now? 

A NO. ■ 

Q Is it true that after Mr. Hoover's death 
Hoover's files were transferred to your office? 

MR.’FRANZIKGBR: The witness can answer ^ 
to any files concerning the plaintiff, the Radford 
matter raised by the complaint. 

THE WITNESS: To the best of my in format: 
the files which were transferred to my office were 
Jack Anderson. 

BY MR. DOBKOVIR: 

Q Did you read them all? 

A No. 

i 

Q So if is possible that some of them were' 

A Anything is possible. 
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Q Right. 

What happened to the files that were transferred to 
your office after you left? 

A I have no way of knowing what happened to them. 

0 Were they still in your office? 

A At the time I left. 

Q But vou don't knew what hserened to them since then? 


A 


Ko. 


Q Do you have any farailiarity with the files maintained 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation generally? start off 
with that question. 

HR. GQNDBLi'lAN; I can't hear you. 

TliB WITNESS: Ke wants to know if I knew anything 
generally about the" FBI files. And, of course, the answer is 
yes/'I do. 

BY HR. DCBECVIRr 

Q Are you familiar with FBI files kept on specific 
individuals? 

MR. 'HORTEMSOM: I don't understand ths question. 

HR. FRANZINGER: I don't, and I don't think the wit¬ 
ness dees either. 

BY HR. DOERGVIE: 

Q Are you familiar with the fact that the FBI maintains 
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files on many specific individuals while you v;ere there? 

A Wall, tiie FBI has a file on Richard Mixon which it 
accumulated at the time he applied for an FBI Agent. And it 
has other files similar in nature. 

The FBI has some six million, probably more by now, 
files involving a number of individuals, which would probvobly 
be many times -that six million. 

Q Are you familiar with the fact that the FBI maintains 
files on Jack Amderson? 

A No, I am not familiar. 

Q To your knowledge, did the FBI maintain files on Jack 
Anderson? 

A Hot to my knowledge. You have to take it in its 
proper concept. I am sure the FBI had copies of his columns. 

I am sure that from time to time people wrote in complaining 
about the inaccuracy of some of his columns. That type of 
correspondence would be in a file. 

I am sure Jack Anderson’s nans is mentioned probably 
a number of times in connection with this sack of the BIA. So 
his name undoubtedly is in files, but I don't knew that the 
FBI has a file on Jack Anderson ir. that concept. 

Q I believe that there is an affidavit in the record 
by Richard Hamilton, who you mentioned, which indicates that 
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the FBI has mors than 50, v;hat it describes as main reference 
files, on Jack Anderson and many other files in which there is 
a cross-reference to /mdersen. 

A Of course, I have no way of knowing what he is talk¬ 
ing about, but I do know when anyone corr.es of importance to 
the FBI, all of these references would be consolidated together 
into one file for obvious reasons. 

So I would gather from what he says and from what I 
know about the FBI files these are probably a lot of unrelated 
matters which have arisen during the years in connection with 
Jack Anderson. lie vised to be an informant. 

Q Did Mr. Hoover ever complain to you about columns 
written by Mr. Anderson as being objectionable to him? 

A No, not to my recollection. 

Q Did John Dean ever indicate to*you that he didn't 
like a particular column written by Jack Anderson or a story 
written by Jack Anderson and that such a story was wrong or 
false or inaccurate? 


A Hot to my recollection. 

Q Did anyone else employed by the White House ever make 
such a statement or a similar statement to you? 

A Not to ray knowledge. 

A let of other people did. 

4 
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0 Anybody else who vas an official of the United States 
Government? 

A Mo. I am thinking ah cat people outside the Governmen 

Q Did Mr. Hoover ever indicate to you that he thought 

Mr. Anderson was an adversary or enemy of the FBI? 

A Mo. As I say, he used to be an informant, very help¬ 

ful to the FBI. 

Q. Did he ever indicate to you anything you saw in 
writing or orally that he thought that Jaclc Andersen 'was a rat? 

A That is probably what he thought but he never indi¬ 
cated that to me. Hoover used to write sometimes on the border 
of memos or columns or so forth that vent up to him, and it is 
entirely possible that he might have written that. 

Q In connection with the Data Board matter, did it come 
to your attention that the 'White House or anybody in the Whine 
Bouse was afraid that Anderson, was going to learn more that 
would be embarrassing to them about that matter? 

A That ha was going to learn any more? 

Q Yes. 

A' No, I don't know anything about that. 

Q Did it come to your attention at any time that the 
FBI gave any assistance to G. Gordon Liddy in removing Dita 
Beard from. Washington, D„ C. shortly after Anderson published 
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tha Dita Beard meraoranduin? 

A No. 

Q To your knowledge, did the FBI have any advance 
information about Oita Beard’s trip to Denver? 

A No. 

Q Did the FBI conduct any investigation intended to 
find out who instigated that trip to Denver? 

A I don’t knew. I don’t recollect. 

Q Did the FBI have any contact with E. Howard Hunt in 

connection with his trip to Denver to interview Dita Beard? 

A I don’t think so. 

Q Did the FBI learn anything about Hunt’s trip to 

Denver to interview Dita Beard? 

A After the fact, I think we did. 

Q How did you learn that? 

A I don’t remember, 

Q Did you learn.it right away? 

A 1 don’t recall. As of today, I an aware that is what 
happened. 

Q To your knowledge, did the FBI have any contact with 
the company, ITT, concerning the Dita Beard memorandum? 

A VJell, I suppose you hove to say that Jack Andersen 
is related to the Dita Beard memorandum in that he surfaced it, 
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but that is as far as it vent. And so far as the 7bI was con¬ 
cerned, out interest had nothing to do with Jack Anderson other 
than, I think, the FBI talked to Britt Hume — somebody talked 
to him, but during the time that, the FBI was examining the Dita 
Beard, memorandum, representatives of ITT, not officials, but 
document examiners cf ITT came to the FBI and asked for permis¬ 
sion to see the document, And I-ir. Hoover granted that per¬ 
mission and they were allowed to look at the document because 
they were making their own conclusions as to its authenticity. 
But I think one c£ those individuals who came was a 
counsel, maybe the Chief Counsel for ITT. But that is the 
extent of contact. 

Q Did you meat with these people? 

A I did not. 

Q So there was a report to you of these conversations? 

A Yes. I think, too, 'speaking of contact with ITT, I 

think that Agents went to the ITT office hero in Washington, 
and with the cooperation of whatever officials that wore there, 
obtained copies of documents typed on the typewriter that Dita 
Beard's secretary used in an attempt to get documents for com¬ 
parison. I am sure they used that typewriter to mate sample 
copies for comparison and so forth. 

So there was that contact with ITT also. 
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Q Was there any contact with ITT with respect to Dita 


Beard’s trip to Denver? 

A Mot to my knowledge. 

Q Did the FBI have any contact with the White House, 
to your knew ledge., with respect to the memorandum and the 
examination after you received the document to examine? 

A Yes. John Dean called on at least two occasions, 
maybe three, and the first time they wanted to know what the 
results of the FBI laboratory examination ware. And he was 
very disappointed whan I told him. Ue wanted a copy of the 
FBI memorandum, which I made available to him with Hoover's 
approval. 

Q The FBI memorandum.? 

A The laboratory report. 

So there was this contact with Dean in connection 

with the Dita Beard memorandum. 

Q Anybody else in the White House? 

A Mo. 

Q Was there any FBI contact with anybody in the White 
House with respect to Dita Beard's travel to Denver or with 
respect to her possible testimony or attempt to get her testi¬ 
mony? 


A Mot to my knowledge. 
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Q You did have contacts with people from two Senate- 
Judiciary' Committee on this matter? 

A I think the contact with the Senate Judiciary Commit¬ 
tee was a letter from Senator Eastland. Mo personal contact. 
The personal contact was vrith Robert Mardian who .indicated he 

was speaking for Senator Eastland when he requested the FBI 

* 

first to locate Dita Beard and serve a subpoena and/ second, 
when he indicated that the FBI was authorized to go to any 
extent chemically necessary to check the document in question. 

Q Did Mr. Mercian indicate that the FBI ought to 
attempt to investigate and. find out how Jack Anderson got ahold 
of that memorandum? 

A . Mo, not to me. 

Q Was Mr. Dean dirappointed to learn that the FBI 
believed that the Dita Beard memorandum was genuine? 

i 

MR. SCHWARTZ: Objection. Asked and answered. 

THE WITNESS: I would say he was disappointed, yes. 

BY MR. DOBRCVIR: 

Q Could you give his exact words? 

A Mo, no way could I give his exact words. 

Q Did he say something to the effect that !, Gs?, it is 

too bad vza can't discredit Anderson on this," or -something? 

A No. 
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Q What did he indicate? 

h My impression was that Dean’s concern had nothing to 
do with Polders on but was concern with embarrassment to the 
Administration because of the allegations in the memorandum. 

Q Was he concerned about embarrassment to 'she Admini¬ 
stration because of press publicity of the memorandum? 

A Obviously yes. 

Q Did he express a concern? 

A Not about Jack Andersen. 

Q Did he express it about others? 

A No, I don't think he did. My impression, after 
talking to him, and I tilin': Mardian, tco, that the publicity 
was embarrassing to the Administration. 

Q Now, you have testified that wire- tap records with 
respect to the. Radford tap were sent to Mitchell, Ehriichman 
and Young? 

A Not' all at. one time. 

G You testified — 

MR.. 3TRXCKLER: I object to the summation of the 
testimony. Can't you just ask questions? 

MR. DOBROVIR: This was earlier this morning, and!I: 
cun trying to refresh the v/itness' recollection. 

THE WITNESS: You don 5 1 need to. I remember what I 
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said. 

BY MR. D03RGVIR: 

Q In addition to those documents and in addition to the 
five memoranda that you looked at on Friday that you told us 


about, are you 
White House to 


aware of .any other documents that 
the FBI which in any way related 


came from the 
to Jack Anderson.; 


7s. No. 


Q Are you aware of any documents in addition to those 
documents? I am talking specifically about the records of the 


wire taps. 

A I didn't hear that. 

Q The records of the wire taps, and I mean by that the 
transcripts of the conversations. 


A 


Tne summaries. 


Q The summaries of conversations, are there any other 
documents that in any way relate to Anderson that v;ent from 
the FBI to the White House? 


A Not to my knowledge. 

Q With respect to the ITT matter, are you aware of any 


document, memoranda 
white House besides 
you told us about? 


ccmmunication between the FBI and the 
the telephone conversations with John Dear: 


A Nall , I mentioned I sent a copy of the laboratory 
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report to John Dean. 

Q Anything else? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Q With respect to the Radford matter , aside from the 
summaries that went to John Mitchell, were there any documents 
that went from the FBI — by document I mean any writing, any 
communication, any memorandum that went from the FBI to the 
Attorney General's office? 

A In the Radford case? • 

Q Yes. 

A I don * t think so. 

Q Is there any document, as I defined it, that went 
from the FBI to any other component, in the Justice Department 
outside of the FBI? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Q What documents are yon av/are cf that went from the 
FBI to other components of the Department of Justice with 
respect to the Whitten arrest? 

A I am not e .ware of anything that I have not already 

i 

testified to. 

MR. D03R0V1R: That concludes ray direct enamination. 


■ME. MOkTENSON: Do vou w;;r. t to take a two-minute 


brear? 
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(Short recess.) 



MR. 

MORTEM SC'I: 

I have no questions for this witness. 

G 

MR 4 

FRMJZIKGER: 

I have no questions. 


MR. 

C-CNDELMhlT: 

Neither do I. 


MR. 

SCHWARTZ: 

I have no questions. 


MR. 

STRICKLER: 

No questions. 


MR." 

FRANZIMGER: 

I would like the witness to read 


and sign this 

deposition. 



(Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the taking of the deposi- 
sition was concluded.) 

C 


O ' 

o 
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I have read the 


; racem' 


137 


acre: 


- which con¬ 



tain a correct transcript of the answers made by mo tc the 
questions therein recorded. 



Subscribed and sworn to before \\\a this 


day of 


, 1977. 


Motary 2ublic 


My commission expires 


C 


O 
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whose testimony appears in the foregoing deposition was duly 
sworn by me; that the testimony of said witness was taken by 
me stenographically and thereafter reduced to typewriting under 
my direction; that said deposition is a true record of the 
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related to, nor employed by any of the parties to the action in 
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relative or employee of any attorney or counsel employed by the 
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